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While the four principal authors share responsibility for this report,
the evaluation benefited from the contributions of many individuals in
Maryland and at MDRC.

In Maryland, Ruth Massinga, Secretary of the State Department of Human
Resources, gave consistent attention and insight to the research effort and
provided important comments on an earlier version of the report. The under-
taking also owes much to the involvement of George Merrill, formerly
Director of the Employment Initiatives within the Department. David
Siegel, Director of the Office of Welfare Employment Policy, and Margaret
Boeckmann, Research Director of that office, supported all phases of the
research effort and provided valuable guidance on the policy context within
which these programs were planned and implemented. For their important
contributions to the data collection effort, the following individuals
should be particularly recognized: Alvin Truesdale, Director of the
Baltimore Options Program, and his counterpart, Andrew Karten, at the Basic
Employment Training (BET) Program in Wicomico County; Ruth Williams of the

Baltimore Office of Manpower Resources; Paul Gilden and Jack Southall of

the Department of Human Resources; and Peter Marcher, of the Department of

Employment and Training.
At MDRC, Judith Gueron, as prinicipal investigator of the multi-state
demonstration, has provided leadership to the entire research effort, while

Barbara Goldman has filled a similar role in the management of the




research, James Healy was instrumental in coordinating MDRC's activities
with the state throughout the study. Barbara Blum and Michael Bangser gave
useful comments on the various drafts of the report. Gratitude is also
expressed to Stephanie Sheber, formerly Director of the Information
Services staff, and the current Director, Karen Paget. Anita Kraus of that
unit was responsible for handling the data in-house, and Darlene
Hasselbring did much to ensure their quality. Gayle Hamilton supervised
the case file study, which provided useful information on participation and
on program efforts to secure compliance. Virginia Knox, Stephanie Powell
and Naomi Weinstein produced the tables that underlie the benefit-cost,
impact and process analyses. The editorial assistance of Sheila Mandel and
Miriam Rabban is acknowledged with appreciation.

The authors also benefited from the ongoing guidance of Prudence Brown
of The Ford Foundation, members of MDRC’'s Board of Directors and a special

Advisory Committee to the Work/Welfare Demonstration.
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This 1s the final report on MDRC's evaluation of two of nine special
programs in Maryland known as the Employment Initiatives. The two
initiatives studied are the Options Program in Baltimore and the Basic
Employment Training Project in Wicomico County, each of which tfied
different employment approaches for the AFDC welfare population in their
area, An earlier interim report describes the implementation and parti-
cipation patterns of both programs; this report expands on the earlier
participation findings, but focuses primarily on Baltimore's Options
Program, examining its effects on enrollees' employment and welfare
outcomes, as well as program benefits and costs,

Maryland is one of a number of states participating in MDRC's multi-
state Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives. Others include
Arizoma, Arkansas, California, Florida, Illinois, Maine, New Jersey, Texas,
Virginia and West Virginia.

In this demonstration, MDRC has had a unique opportunity to work
closely with a number of states in evaluating their employment programs,
while at the same time examining a.subject that is of national as well as
state concern: the critical relationship between work and dependency.
Addressing state issues in a manner that benefits policy at many levels is
a challenge that MDRC is privileged to be undertaking.

In order to understand this project, one must realize that this demon-
stration documents an important shift in program responsibilities away from

the federal government to the states. The studies evaluate the initiatives



states themselves chose to implement under the provisions of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, in which they received authority for the
first time to operate Community Work Experience (CWEP) programs for recipi-
ents of Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Children (AFDC) and to streamline
the administration of their Work Incentive (WIN) system. Because states
responded to this opportunity in different ways, the demonstration is not
built around a single model. Rather, the programs represent some of the
major variations being tried around the country and span a range of local
economic conditions and AFDC program provisions.

MDRC could not have conducted this demonstration without the support
of The Ford Foundation, which provided funds for the planning stage and for
the evaluation activities of the participating states, matching an equal
investment of state or other local resources., This joint funding relation-
ship is another significant aspect of the demonstration effort.

In the implementation and analysis of the Demonstration of State Work/
Welfare Initiatives, MDRC has been gratified by the sustained commitment of
the participating states and foundations and their interest in the

findings. It is our hope that the process and results of this demon-

stration will contribute to informed decision-making and ultimately lead to

the development and operation of even more effective programs designed to

increase the self-sufficiency of welfare recipients.

Barbara B. Blum
President




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This ié the second and final report on two of the nine special
programs, known collectively as the Employment Initiatives (EI), for appli-
cants to and recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
in the State of Maryland. The initiatives were begun in response to the
federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981, in the WIN
Demonstration Program title, which offered states the opportunity to
improve the administration and operations of the Work Incentive {WIN)
Program, the federal/state employment program for AFDC registrants. The

goal of the federal legislation was to enhance the unsubsidized employment

of the AFDC population, and thereby reduce public assistance caseloads and
costs. Maryland officials, however, had framed the objective of the
Employment Initiatives -- that of assisting enrollees to achieve
self-sufficiency -- in broader, more client-centered terms than did the
OBRA legislation,

Under its WIN Demonstration Program, the Maryland Department of Human
Resources (DHR) operates both the new Employment Initiatives and a program
of typical WIN services (known simply as the WIN Demonstration Program) for
eligible persons not served by the special projects. This report studies
the first two Employment Initiatives -- the Options Program in Baltimore
and the Basic Employment Training Program (BET) in Wicomico County on
Maryland's Eastern Shore -- which both began in the fall of 1982, replacing
the WIN Program for the targeted welfare population in the areas in which

they operate, Both EI and WIN focus on individuals classified as mandatory
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registrants under the WIN rules: basically, all single parents of children
older than five who apply for or receive AFDC welfare, as well as those
applying for or receiving aid under the Unemployed Parent title of the AFDC
program (AFDC-U).

The evaluation, undertaken by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) under a contract from the Department of Human Resources,
is part of a large-scale, multi-year study of several different employment
programs for welfare recipients that states have developed under the
authority of OBRA. Maryland is one of 11 states in MDRC's evaluation,
which is financed by The Ford Foundation, other philanthropic sources and
state governments, This report will update the findings in the first
‘report on program participation in both the Baltimore and Wicomico County
programs, but will focus primarily on the impacts of the Baltimore Options
Program on enrollees’ employment and welfare receipt, and the program’s
benefits and costs.

The impact and benefit-cost analyses compare outcomes for individuals
randomly assigned either to the Options Program or to a program of regular
WIN services. The study thus looks at the results of two programs that have
quite different philosophies and modes of operation. The WIN Demonstration
Program -- offering essentially the same services as the regular pre-demon-
stration WIN Program -- stresses direct placement of its participants into.
the labor force; employability development services, such as unpaid work
experience and skills training, have largely been curtailed. WIN, 1like
Options, aims to agsist participants to achieve self-sufficiency, but in
WIN that goal is defined in immediate or short-run terms.

In Options, in contrast, the objective is self-sufficiency over the
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long run, Some of its employability development activities, such as group
and individual job search, are also oriented toward immediate placement.
But in recognition of the fact that welfare recipients frequently have
educational deficits and lack job skills, Options emphasizes work experi-
ence, basic literacy and General Equivalency Diploma (GED) preparation, as
well as skills training. The program has also added on-the- job training,
partly financed through diverted welfare grants (but this activity was only
used to a limited extent during the period observed). These activities are
geared toward improving the economic security of participants -- that is,
increasing their earnings and job retention -- in the longer term, even
though, in the shorter term, their effects may not be evident.

The concern of DHR in enhancing participants!' employability has helped
to shape the way in which the agency has organized the EI work experience
component, Planners rejected the Community Work Experience (CWEP)
approach, as authorized by OBRA, under which recipients are obligated to
work for the number of hours obtained by dividing their grants by the
minimum wage. Instead, EI has adhered to the provisions of WIN work
experience, wherein participants work either part- or full-time for up to
13 weeks in jobs in the public and private nonprofit sector while receiving
their benefits (plus, in the EI programs, a small stipend). 1In Maryland,
WIN work experience is full-time, reflecting the conviction of program
planners that employers are more willing to provide such positiqns and that
the extended hours will help to improve the work skillé of participants.

It is important to recognize that the analysis of program impacts
presented in this report is a conservative one -- one that may to some

extent understate the program's accomplishments, This is the case for two
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major reasons, First, Options' participants are not compared to
individuals who received no services at all, but rather, to those who
received some regular WIN services. Thus, the study does not address
questions about the absolute effectiveness of Options, but only about its
effectiveness relative to the WIN Program. Second, it is not clear that
the follow-up period -~ five quarters after random assignment for all
individuals in the research sample and eight quarters for a smaller group
== is sufficient to capture all the positive effects that may be expected
to accrue from Options participation. Because of the importance of this
issue, longer-term data will be examined in a supplemental analysis at a
later date,

Along with program philosophy and emphasis, the Options Program
differed from regular WIN in three other repects: the level of resources
available, the nature of the population served, and management authority.
First, WIN, while mandatory in intent, does not have the funding to provide
appropriate employment services for all registrants. Both Options and BET,
on the other hand, are funded at a level deemed sufficient to ensure that
all enrollees receive activities and support services, and that staff
caseloads are low enough to allow thorough and ongoing monitoring. Thus,
EI permits the examination of a fully implemented WIN Program, with both
the resources and intent to require participation by all those Jjudged
suitable, It should be noted, however, that while EI staff could have
enforced a participation requibement, doing so was never by itself a goal
of the program planners or operators., Instead, the requirement has been
seen as a useful means of encouraging people to avail themselves of program

services,




Second, WIN and the Options Program differ in the nature of the
populations they serve. WIN serves all mandatory applicants and
recipients, while the Baltimore Options Pfogram serves only applicants and
recipients who became WIN-mandatory after the program began.

Finally, the Depﬁrtment of Human Resources contracted operating reé-
ponsibility for the Employment Initiatives to what were, at the programs'
inception, the local CETA prime sponsors, because they enjoyed reputations
as flexible, innovative agencies and had previously been associated with
projects serving this welfare population. In Baltimore, the Options
Program is managed by the Office of Manpower Resources (OMR)., In Wicomico
County during the period under study, administrative authority for the BET
Program was initially vested in the Governor's Training and Employment
Office, the balance-of-state prime sponsor and a DHR entity, and then
transferred to the Office of Welfare Employment Policy, also within DHR.

Options and BET differ from each other as well as from WIN. As noted
previously, the Baltimore program philosophy stresses long-term employa-
bility development so that registrants may be able to obtain better than
entry-level jobs, Thus, Options' registrants receive a choice of activi-
ties, and the assigmment decision is quite individual ized, depending on a
person's needs, the availability of program slots, and the registrant's own
preferences, And, while there is no fixed sequence of program activities,
the participation requirement is intended to be ongoing; that 1is,
registrants are expected to take part in assigned components as long as
they remain on welfarg,

In contrast, the Wicomico County BET Program more closely resembles

WIN in the emphasis it gives to immediate job placement, It was intended
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and has mostly been implemented as a fixed-sequence program, The large
majority of enrollees proceed first through a three-week job search compon-
ent, after which they may enter a GED program, vocational training, or a
13-week assignment to a work experience position. BET also differs from
Options 1in that 1its staff members deliver employability _development
services directly to registrants. In Baltimore, other units of the prime
sponsor.agency operate the employability activities; Options staff asseSs

the registrants and then coordinate and monitor service delivery.

In addition, the programs differ in scale. In Wicomico County, BET

replaces the WIN Program and is expected to serve about 500 individuals
over the course of a year. Unlike Options, it serves AFDC parents with
children younger than six who volunteer for program activities, as well as
those deemed mandatory. In Baltimore, the program was designed to provide
services to a relatively limited number (1,000) of AFDC applicants and
recipients drawn from about half the city; the WIN Program serves those not
registered 1n. Options, The findings of this study, therefore, do not

necessarily pertain to a program implemented on a city-wide basis,

t esi ample a ata Sources
This report addresses a number of kéy questions in three main areas of
study:
Process Study
® What was the nature of the program in each site?
e Were the Employment Initiatives able to expand the reach of
employment services to a broad segment of the eligible

caseload?

What were the resulting. participation rates and related




operational performance indicators?

® What were the rates of participation in each of the prinecipal

" components: job search, work experience, and education and

training? Did these differ among important subgroups of
program enrollees?

e For those who entered unpaid work experience, was the work
requirement viewed as fair? Did the positions foster the
employability and skills development of participants? Were
participants satisfied with their Jobs?

Impact Study

e How effective was the Baltimore Options Program in increasing
enrollees' employment and earnings and reducing welfare
receipt and payments?

® Within the Baltimore AFDC sample, which of the main subgroups

experienced the larger impacts: applicants or recipients?
Those with some vs. no recent empl oyment experience?

Benefit-Cost Study

® How did the measurable benefits of the Options Program,
relative to those of WIN, compare to net program. costs?

® How were gains and losses distributed among the targeted
welfare population, the taxpayers and society as a whole?

® What individual benefits and costs were most important to the
overall results?

Different study samples were used for the evaluations in Baltimore and
Wicomico County. First, to obtain reliable answers for the impact and
benefit-cost analyses, an experimental design was implemented in Bal timore.
As noted previously, individuals determined to be WIN-mandatory during the
research period, either when they applied for assistance or at a later
point, were randomly assigned either.to an experimental group required to
register with the Options Program -- or to a control group, excluded from
Options participation and assigned instead to WIN, (Because the number‘of

Options-eligible individuals exceeded the size of the sample needed for the
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research, individuals could also be randomly assigned to a third non-
research group, also registered in WIN.) Random assignment began November
15, 1982 and continued through the end of December 1983, during which time
3,172 persons entered the main research sample. Of these, 2,823 were
AFDC's (primarily women) and 349 were AFDC-U's (primarily men). Because of
the small number of AFDC-U enrollees, the analysis concentrates on the AFDC
sample,

Tt should be noted that the individuals eligible for Options did not
constitute a typical cross-section of either the Baltimore AFDC or AFDC-U
caseload. While the applicant sample was probably typical of the city-wide
mandatory applicant caseload, Options' eligibility in the case of recipi-
ents was limited to those newly required to register with WIN. This meant
that mothers whose youngest child had just turned six made up most of the
recipient AFDC sample, although the sample did include women with both long
and short welfare histories.

In Wicomico County, in contrast to Baltimore, all new WIN-mandatory

individuals could be enrolled, making random assignment not feasible for

the study of BET. The sample examined in the BET Program consists of 524

WIN-mandatory individuals who registered for the program between October 1,
1982 and December 31, 1983. Although BET served volunteers as well, these
people were excluded from the research sample.

For the study of Options impacts, Maryland State Unemployment Insur-
ance (UI) records provided data on employment and earnings, while AFDC
records supplied information on monthly welfare grants., Data for the pro-
cess analysis primarily came from the Employment Services Automated Records

System, as well as from interviews with program staff and a sample of




enrollees in wérk experience and their supervisors. For the benefit-cost
study, program benefits were compared to net operating costs using impact
and process results, as well as fiscal and administrative records of the

Options Program,

indings o lementation a arti atio

e The population served by Options was notably disadvantaged,

al though varied in its demographic and socioeconomic character-
isties,

Ninety percent of the AFDC sample members were women; roughly
two-thirds were black and one-third white, Over half had never finished
high school or its equivalent. Forty percent had never married, oné-third
were separated, and 17 percent were divorced or widowed; under 10 percent
were married and living with their husbands. Over half (55 percent) had
previously received public assistance for two years or more, while only
one-seventh were on the rolls for the first time. Forty-four percent had
held a job during the year before random assignment.

As expécted, there were significant differences between the applicant
and recipient subgroups, each of which constituted about half of the AFDC
sample, Sixty-one percent of the applicants, but only 28 percent of the
recipients, had worked in the year prior to welfare 'application.
Conversely, T4 percent of the recipients had received weifare for more than
two years compared to 36 percent of the applicants,

Individuals receiving AFDC-U differed from those on AFDC in numerous
ways: they were overwhelmingly male, married and living with their spouses;
they were primarily new applicants for assistance; they were much less

likely to be long-term welfare recipients; and they were more likely to
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have been employed in the year before sample entry. All of these factors
usually make access to the labor market easier,

e Options was successful in making a wide variety of employa-
bility services available to program enrollees.

Options registrants were able to participate in the full range of
services operated directly by the Office of Manpower Resources, including
group and individual job search, world of work (employability preparation)
workshops, work experience, GED preparation and individual tutoring. They
were also eligible to enroll in skills training programs operated by OMR
subcontractors, The program's success in harnessing employability re=-
sources and targeting them to Options enrollees suggests that a manpower
agency can respond effectively to the service needs of welfare recipients.

e In contrast, few controls in the WIN Program received any
structured services.

Levels of participation for the control group in WIN were very low.
Only 3.4 percent took part in a formal activity, mostly job search, within
a year after enrollment. However, enrollees did receive referrals to jobs
as these openings came to the attention of program staff. -

e Participation rates were substantial in the Options Program

and comparable to those of other state employment initiatives
studied by MDRC, even though the Options deferral criteria
were, by intention, somewhat broader than those found in some
other states.

Typically, in states that MDRC is examining, about half of the AFDC

experimentals participated in some activity within six to nine months of

registration. In the Options Program, U44.5 pércent of all those randomly

assigned to the equrimental group, and 53 percent of the experimentals who
subsequently registered with the program, were active within a year in some

program component -~ group or individual job search, work experience,




education or training.

These rates understate the Options Program's accomplishments'for two
reasons, First, some enrollees left the program -- that is, they were
"deregistered" -- before they had had an opportunity to participate; some
were not accepted for welfare, others found jobs or had different reasons
for leaving the program, such as remarriage or the birth of a child.

Second, a significant number of registrants were assigned to a status
known as "long-term holding." Many of these persons were already employed
or actively pursuing employment or training activities which, while not
delivered under program auspices, were nonetheless related to the program's
goal of self-sufficiency. Options' policy of excusing such enrollees from
program participation, at least temporarily, differentiates this model from
a number of other mandatory employment programs for welfare recipients.

® Rates of participation in Options continued to climb over the
course of the follow-up period.

Although two-thirds of those who ever participated did so within the
first three months of program entry, participation rates continued to rise
thereafter, As late as 18 months after enrollment, some registrants were
entering program activities for the first time. In part, this reflects
staff's persistent monitoring of individuals in holding status and fheir
assignment to active components when situations changed.

e Options staff made an effort to serve enrollees in all major

subgroups, including those whose members had relatively little
prior employment experience.

Al though AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees had quite different backgrounds of

prior employment when they entered the program -- as did both applicants

and recipients -- participation rates were similar for all principal




subgroups, Except for a slight tendency to reach more deeply into the pool
of eligible AFDC-U applicants (the most employable group), Options staff
appeared to direct attention to the subgroups equally, including those
Judged to have many employment deficiencies,

e The Options Program largely accomplished its objective of
targeting services to registrants' disparate needs.

During the intake interview, counselor and enrollee came to agree on a
choice of activity geared to the latter's employability needs, goals and
preferences, Because the assigmment depended so much on previous school
and employment backgrounds, enrollees who participated in different activi-
ties had quite different demographic and socioeconomic characteristics.
For instance, registrants without a high school diploma or with relatively
meager Jjob histories were especially likely to enter work experience
positions. Those with a recent work record, in contrast, were most often
assigned to Jjob search, Staff reasoned that these persons could more

readily find employment without intensive assistance.

® All the Options Program components were heavily utilized.

Overall, about 30 percent of the experimental registrants took part in
group or individual job search over the 12-month study period, and about 20
percent were active in work experience. These two activities have also
been used extensively in other state programs in MDRC's multi-state evalua-
tion, Unlike many states, however, about 14 percent of the Options’
experimental registrants participated in longer-term education and training
activities intended to enhance their future labor market prospects.

e A survey of participants and their supervisors in WIN work

experience positions indicated that the jobs were important

and not "make-work." In addition, approximately 60 percent of
the participants believed- that the requirement to work was
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fair,

Interviews were conducted with a random sample of 54 participants and
their supervisors in Baltimore and Wicomico County. As in other states
running a work experience program, participants interviewed said that they
liked their jobs and believed they had learned from working in them. The
majority said that they felt better about getting welfare when they were
working for it, and 62 percent expressed satisfaction with receiving
benefits tied to a job. However, 38 percent of the.par'ticipants said they
were dissatisfied with the requirement that they work.

e After 12 months, T8 percent of all Options enrollees had

participated in the program, or, if they had not participated,
had been deregistered. Conversely, 22 percent were still
enrolled, but had not yet participated.

In addition to examining the "ever-participated" rate in program
activities, the study presents a second measure of participation: the
proportion of all individuals who, at the 12-month point, were still
registered in the program but had not yet taken part in its activities.
This measure takes account of the fact that, as noted above, some enrollees
were not eligible throughout the study period, but rather, left the program
before participating.

The 22_pereent of experimental registrants in the "still-registered-
but-unserved® group represents 41 percent of all those still registered,
and therefore still on the welfare rolls, This proportion, however,
includes individuals in long-term holding status, some of whom were working
or pursuing training on their own.

It should be noted that neither this measure of participation nor the

previous one shows, on a monthly basis, the proportion of program
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registrants who were actively engaged in job search or work experience --
an alternative participation measure suggested in proposed mnational

legislation,

e While participation in Options was extensive, 1t was not
continuous.

Although the Options Program design called for participation to be
continuous until enrollees either found jobs or were deregistered for other
reasons, it does not appear that an ongoing participation requirement was
in fact implemented. Instead, many enrollees participated only in one
activity even when, after its completion, they remained registered in the
program and were available for reassignment, In part, this was because a
considerable length of time could elapse before openings occurred in an
appropriate new activity.

o Levels of participation in BET were very similar to those in
Options; however, a higher proportion of BET than Options
enrollees were deregistered from the program,

Overall, 52 percent of BET enrollees participated in a program

activity (usually group job search) within 12 months after program entry, a
figure that is very close to Options' 53 percent level. BET enrollees were

also more likely to be deregistered from the program within the 12-month

period than were those in Options. These two factors together mean that
only 16 percent of BET registrants remained in the program without having

participated at the 12-month mark.
However, in BET, unlike Options, subgroup differences in participation
were evident, with BET applicants in both the AFDC and AFDC-U categories

less likely to participate than recipients,

® Very few registrants in either Options or BET were sanctioned.
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Both Options and BET staffs viewed the programs as mandatory, and
-spent a good deal of time following up on participants who did not attend
scheduled activities, However, sanctioning of noncompliant individuals was
rare, For one, staffs tended to believe that most enrollees had a
legitimate excuse for nonparticipation. For another, neither they nor the
programs' planners viewed sanctioning as a way to reduce welfare caseloads

and costs.

Findings on Program Impact

he amental Comparison

The impact of a program is the change in behavior it produces. As
noted earlier, the design of this study measures the impact of Options as
the differences found between the rates of employment and welfare of people
assigned to the program (i.e., Options experimentals) and an estimate of
what those rates would have been for the same people without Options (i.e.,
the control group).

Thus, the impact of Options on experimentals could be large or small
depending in part on the ability of controls to find work and leave welfare
on their own or with the assistance afforded by WIN. Therefore, to
understand Options' impacts, it 1is important to understand the normal
employment pattern and welfare turnover of the control group.

® Options served a welfare population which, desﬁite its poverty

and educational and skills deficits, nonetheless had
considerable recent employment experience.

Some 61 percent of the AFDC applicants had worked at some time during

the year prior to their application for welfare., A much lower rate, 28

percent, was found for the AFDC recipients. This rate, although half that
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of the applicants, nevertheless points to a recent work history for a
substantial portion of the AFDC recipient sample., On the basis of this
record, employment rates for controls were expected to be substantial, even
without special Options services,

e Following the quarter of random assigmment, the employment
rates of controls rose and their welfare receipt declined
steadily throughout the five-quarter follow-up period, even
though controls received no Options services.

Nearly one-fourth of the AFDC controls had some earnings during the
quarter immediately following random assignment, This employment rate
climbed to 32 percent by the end of five quarters, even though this group
never partook of Options services. 1In all, 44 percent of the AFDC controls

worked at some time within this follow-up. And, although 92 percent of the

AFDC controls were receiving welfare in quarter one, only 70 percent were

still on the rolls during the fifth quarter. Because the Options Program
had no effect on this outcome, the departure of many people from welfare
with only modest assistance from the regular WIN Program represents normal
caseload turnover,

Subgroup differences correspond to the differences in prior employment
described above., Control AFDC applicants did better on their own than did
control AFDC recipients. Slightly more than half -- 51 percent -- of AFDC
applicant controls had earnings during the tracking period compared to 37
percent of AFDC recipient controls, The receipt of welfare also declined
more than twice as rapidly for applicant compared to recipient controls.

The dynamic change in employment and welfare receipt of control group
members after random assignment may partly reflect the choice of a target

population that had just undergone a period of change. For recipients, the




start of school for their youngest child may have meant a significant
increase in their capability to seek and hold employment, even without
special assistance., The nature of this population may have done much to
determine the behavior of the research sample,

Impacts for the Full AFDC Sample

In the main evaluation of the short-term impacts for the Options
Program in Baltimore, the behavior of all (1,331) AFDC experimentals ==
active participants together with nonparticipants -- was compared to that
of all of the AFDC control group members (1,372) over a 15-month period
following random assigmment. This period is divided into five three-month
quarters, but because of the organization of UI earnings data, the
follow-up on employment and earnings does not begin until quarter two.

Sample members with =zero earnings or zero welfare payments are

included in the averages of earnings and welfare dollars., Tests of

statistical significance indicate whether the measured differences were

likely to have resulted from chance or from the program intervention.

e The Options Program achieved short-term increases 1in
empl oyment for AFDC's,

Measured against the yardstick of the rising employment behavior of
the controls -- who, as noted earlier, were involved in a WIN Program
focused on immediate placement -- the Options Program was effective in
helping enrollees to improve their employment levels. As seen in Table 1,
almost half of the controls, or about 44 percent, worked at some time
during the follow-up period. Among experimentals, this rate rose to 51
percent for a gain, or impact, of 7 percentage points. The total number of

quarters in which enrollees were employed also increased, as did the
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TABLE 1

9ALTIMORE

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON AFOC APPLICANTS ANO RECIPIENTS

Outcome end Follow—Up Period Experimentels Controls oifference
Ever Employad, Ouartere 2 - 6 [S). 51,2 44.2 +7 0%
Avaragas Number of Ouarters With 1.31 1.15 +0,16%%*

Employmant, Ousrters 2 - 5

Ever Employad (X)

Ouerter of HRendom Aseignmant 29.1 26 .4 +1,.6
Quartar 2 27.2 24.0 +3,2%*
Ousrter 3 3z2.4 27.9 +4 . 5%0%
Ouarter 4 4,7 31.6 +3.1*
Quartar 5 36.5 31.6 +5,00%¢
Averagas Totel Earnings, Ouerters 2-5 [3)’ 1835.15 1768.74 +176 .41

Avarags Total Earnings (8$)

Quartar of Random Asaignmant 291.98 255.89 +6.089
OQuertar 2 318,55 332,99 -14,44
Ouertar 3 467 .90 409.24 +59.55°*
Ouarter 4 570.65 504,59 +66.07
Ouartar 5 579.16 512,982 +65.23
Evar Racaivad Any AFOC Peymsnt, 84.9 95.1 -0.2

Ouertsre 1 - 5 (X)

Avaraga Number of Months Receiving 11.14 11.28 ~0.15
AFOC Peymants, Ouartars 1 - 5

Ever Recaivaed Any AFOC Peymants (X)

Quarter of Random Asaignmsnt 82,5 92 .1 +0.4
Quartsr 2 87 .3 87 .5 -0.2
Ouarter 3 77.4 79.2 -0.9
Quarter 4 71.7 73.2 -1.5
Querter 5 68.8 70.4 -1.7
Avarsge Totel AFOC Payments 3059,03 3064.12 -8.,08

Received, Ouartars 1 - 5 (8]

Average AFOC Paymenta Receivsd ($)

Querter of Hendom Aeeignment 679,48 672.22 +7 .23
Ouartar 2 679,55 671.53 +7.02
Ouarter 3 693.98 693 .42 +0,26
Ouarter 4 563,66 568,22 =5.55
Ouerter 5 542 .69 557 .73 -15.05

SOURCE: Teble S.1,

NOTES: These dste include zero velues for semple msmbars not employed and for
semple membars not raceiving walfara. Thara may be some discrapenciaa in calculating suma
and differences due to rounding.

For smploymant and esarninge, the quartar of rsndom esaignment refers to a
celander quartar, For AFOC paymantas, the quartsr of rendom ssaignment refers to the threas
monthe baginning with the month in which an individuel wes rendomly eaaigned.

a

Querter 1, the querter of random essignment, mey contein some eernings from
ths pariod prior to rendob easignmant and {a therefore axcludad from thes messures of total
follow-up employment and earnings.

A tmo-teilad t-tast was epplied to differencss bstmeen axparimentsl end
control groupe, Ststieticel significence lLavels ere indicatsd ee: * = 10 percent; ** = 5
percent; *** = 1 parcent.
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quarter-by-quarter employment rates. Employment in the final quarter was
up 5.0 percentage points from a control group base of 31.6 percent.

In addition, the average earnings per experimental for quarters two
through five went up by $176 from $1,759 for controls to $1,935 for
experimentals, although these gains were not statistically significant in
most quarters, The $65 gain in the final quarter amounted to a 12.7
percent increase relative to the control group value of $513.

e The employment gains of the AFDC Options' enrollees were not
accompanied by immediate reductions in welfare receipt or
grant expenditures,

Only a small difference was apparent between experimentals and con-
trols in the number of follow-up months each group received welfare and in
the proportion receiving welfare in any particular quarter., (See Table 1.)
Correspondingly small dollar reductions in wel fare payments took place. In
no case did program effects on any welfare measure approach statistical
significance during the 15-month follow-up period.

Since earnings gains were not offset by welfare reductions, Options
enrollees' total income increased slightly: by the fifth and last quarter
of observation, an enrollee's contribution to family income from these two
sources combined went up by $52, a 4.8 percent increase over the control
group mean, although this gain was not statistically significant. (Data on
earnings and transfer payments to family members other than the sample-
members were not available.)

A number of other recent studies of employability development programs
for the AFDC assistance category have found similar empl oyment gains with-
out comparable welfare savings, Part of the explanation probably lies in

the benefit calculation rules, which allow deductions from gross earnings
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of work-related expenses, such as documented child care, and the
application of the $30 plus 1/3 disregard on the balance of earnings for
four months, Another part of the explanation may be a possible lack of
communication about changes in earnings between the Options and income
maintanence staffs, or between welfare recipients and the 1income
maintenance unit., These, and lags in recalculating grant levels, may have
all played a role in weakening the link between employment gains and
welfare reductions,

e A higher proportion of Options experimentals than controls

were working in the short run, but in jobs with similar levels
of earnings.

It has sometimes been suggested that employment programs, particularly
job search activities, raise employment levels by pushing participants to
accept inferior jobs. Because Options produced employment and earnings
gains, this possibility was investigated by categorizing employment in the
final quarter as paying more or less than $1,500, with $1,500 representing
about the minimum wage for 35 hours of work weekly for 13 weeks. (Wage
rates are not recorded in the UI data, only total earnings received in a
quarter,)

Changes produced by Options conform to the original pattern of
earnings observgd for employed controls., Just under half of the employed
persons in the control group earned more than $1,500 in the fifth quarter,
and the same was true for experimentals, The gain in employment caused by
the Options Program was therefore not confined to .the smaller-earnings
category: 2.2 out of the 5.0 percentage point gain took place in the
higher-earnings group. (The remainder of the gain occurred in the category

where employment yielded earnings less than $1,500.)
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¢ Earnings impacts appeared to continue and even increase after
the short-term observation period.

Eight quarters of follow-up data were available for the 1,017 AFDC’s
who entered the research sample before April 1983. Por this subsample,
impacts on employment, welfare incidence and dollar expenditures were all
lower in the final two quarters than in the preceding quarters, In
contrast, earnings impacts were higher in the later quarters than at any
time during the first five quarters., At the eighth quarter, experimentals
earned an average of $780 against an average of $623 for controls. The
difference of $157 is statistically significant and represents a 25 percent
increase in earnings per experimental relative to the control group mean,

This result is eonsistent with the aim of the Options model, which not
only emphasizes immediate job search assistance, but also provides some
participants with training and other services designed to increase their
long~-term earnings potential. These outcomes, however, remain uncertain
until long-term data become available for the remainder of the sample.

mpacts for the roups

Several recent studies of employment programs for the welfare
population have found that more disadvantaged subgroups will benefit most
from program services, Since program impact is, by definition, a change in
behavior, those with the poorest skills and the weakest work records often
possess the greatest potential for real change. "Job-ready" individuals,

on the other hand, can frequently find and keep employment without special

assistance. Their higher rates of employment (or "placement rates") may

not reflect changes caused by program intervention.

- Employment among the AFDC applicant experimentals exceeded
that of controls from the first quarter after random
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assignment, remaining higher throughout the short-term
observation period. '

AFDC applicant experimentals avoided much of the sharp drop in
employment experienced by applicant controls aro_und the time of welfare
application, and they kept ahead of controls throughout the follow-up
period, As late as the fifth quarter, while applicant controls had not
quite regained their pre-program quarterly employment level of 40 percent,
experimentals had met and exceeded that mark. Overall, in the fifth-
quarter, the impact was a statistically significant 6.3 percentage points.
The corresponding $111 gain in earnings for experimentals constituted a 17
percent increase over the control group mean of $653 in the quarter. As
for the AFDC sample as a whole, short-term welfare impacts for the AFDC
applicénts were smaller than the employment gains, and were not
statistically significant.

One other finding is noteworthy. Planners had not envisioned that the
applicants would be deterred from proceeding with their welfare
applications by the requirements of the Options Program, and no deterrent
effect was in fact found. During the 15-month follow-up, 92.2 percent of
the AFDC applicant experimentals compared to 92.7 percent of the AFDC
applicant controls received some welfare payment, indicating virtually no
difference in the approval rates between the two groups.

e Short-term employment impacts were evident for AFDC recipient

experimentals, despite their concentration in services
oriented toward longer-term employability development,

From quarters two through five, 42 percent of the AFDC recipient
experimentals worked at some time, compared to 37 percent of controls. The

5 percentage point difference is statistically significant, as 1s the
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increase in the number of quarters employed, although the employment gains,
quarter-by-quarter, are not, At the final quarter, recipient experimentals
registered a 3.6 percentage point employment impact against a control group
base of 24,9 percent, Earnings impacts were smaller, and welfare
reductions were not found,

AFDC recipients thus appeared to benefit somewhat less than the
applicants from the Options Program, at least in the short run, but the
impact differences between the two groups were not large enough to
recommend targeting resources to any one group. Moreover, the more
intensive service mix for recipients may lead to larger impacts for this

subgroup over the longer term,

® The impacts of the Options Program on employment and earnings

were all stronger for sample members who lacked recent work
experience.

A further analysis divided the research sample 1into two other
subgroups: those with some prior employment in the year preceding random
assignment, and those with no recent work history.

As might be expected, employment rates were higher among those with
more recent experience: T1 percent of the ‘experimentals who had worked in
the year preceding entry into the research were employed at some time
during the follow-up period, compared to 35 percent of those who had not
worked. However, impacts (that is, experimental-control differences) were

more than twice as large for those who had not worked as for those who had.

Thus, the 35 percent rate for experimentals without a recent work history

represents a 9 percentage point increase above the 26 percent base for
controls, a difference that is statistically significant; the experi-

mental-control difference for those who had worked in the year prior to




random assignment was only & percentage points, The same finding -- that
impacts are greater for those with less work experience -- holds true when
earnings are examined.

This result -- where impacts are larger for the group that is less
employable -- is one also found in MDRC's other studies of employment
programs, It appears that the more employable persons, as measured here in
terms of previous employment, can more easily find jobs on their own or
with only minimal assistance, while their less experienced counterparts can
benefit from the efforts of a more intensive program.

Other Comparisons

e The small AFDC-U sample did not permit reliable estimation of

program impacts for that assistance category, but the
possibility of large short-term gains could be ruled out,

The AFDC-U's form only a small proportion of the mandatory welfare
caseload in Baltimore, and only 337 entered the impact research sample,
For this group, the experimental-control differences in all employment
measures were either negative or nonexistent (although no difference was
statistically significant). Compared to controls, earnings were lower for
experimentals, and welfare receipt and the amounts paid were higher.

The small sample size, however, makes it unwarranted to conclude that
Options activities kept AFDC-U's from working in the regular labor market.
On the other hand, the magnitude of these negative estimates does mean that
Options' employment effects on the AFDC-U group would not likely be large
and favorable, even if the sample size were larger., Because AFDC-U's have
relatively strong prior work records, Options may have been at a short-term
disadvantage relative to the immediate placement emphasis of WIN.

e Quarterly employment rate impacts achieved by Options for the




AFDC group are of similar magnitude to those found in programs
currently under study by MDRC in other states,

Immediate employment impacts for the AFDC's, detectable soon after
random assignment and continuing throughout the short-term follow-up, have
been also found in two other programs MDRC has studied thus far -- one in
San Diego for applicants and the other in Arkansas run for both applicants
and recipients, Al though 1labor markets, enrollee characteristies, and
length of available follow-up differ for these three programs, the quarter-
ly employment rate increases exhibit roughly similar ranges. Short-term

welfare savings, however, were not found in Baltimore.

Findings from the Benefit-Cost Analysis

The impacts of the Options Program were compared to its costs in the
benefit-cost analysis, A number of different benefits and costs were
considered: the program’s effects on employment and AFDC welfare payments,
its effects on experimentals’ use of other transfer and service programs,
the value of coinmunity work performed by Options’ participants, program
operating costs, the costs of program stipends and support services, and
out-of-pocket expenses incurred by participants.

The value of each of these benefits and costs was assessed from three
perspectives: that of welfare applicants and recipients, taxpayers
(everyone other than the applicants and recipients in Options), and society

as a whole, These perspectives correspond to three different pol icy
questions:
® Is Options an economically efficient use of social resources

-- that 1is, do benefits exceed costs from the standpoint of
society?
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e How do applicants and recipients fare -- are they helped by
the Options Program?

e How are taxpayers affected -- do the welfare savings and other
benefits outweigh the costs they bear?

The net present value of the Options Program -- a measure reflecting
the difference between total benefits and total costs, discounted to 1984
dollars -- has been estimated for each perspective, Because applicants,
recipients and taxpayers together include everyone in society, the esti-
mated net present values for these groups add up to the estimated social
value. In addition, it is possible to look at subsets of the benefits and
costs to taxpayers -- most notably, those 1items that directly‘ affect
government budgets -- that are of special interest to decisionmakers.

In computing net present value, benefits and costs have been estimated
for a uniform five-year period f‘ollowing the random assignment of members
of the research sample, The estimates include both directly measured
outcomes for the study's observation period -- which lasted between five
and eight quarters per person and ended for all sample members in December
1984 -- and estimates for the three or more years after this., These latter
estimates necessarily entail assumptions about the future behavior of the
research sample and -- because these assumptions are uncertain -- are best
presented in a range of net present value estimates, as in this analysis.
The léwer estimates reflect observed outcomes only; the middle estimates
assume that outcomes continue into the future but decay over time at a
constant annual rate of 22 percent; and the upper estimates assume they
continue with no deca’y.

e The social net present value of serving the AFDC group was

positive, regardless of what assumptions were made about
future benefits,
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From the perspective of society as a whole, the Options Program was an
efficient use of resources, Indeed, it generated enough benefits within
the observation period to cover the costs of serving the AFDC group. As
indicated in Table 2, the total estimated social net present value was
between $159 and $966 per experimental, depending on the assumptions made
about future benefits, A net present value 0f-$612 constitutes the middle
estimate,

The estimated social net present value for AFDC applicants was higher
than that for the recipients., These estimates, however, are somewhat
uncertain because it appears possible, given the longer-term impact trends,
that benefits for recipients after the observation period will eventually
exceed those for applicants.

® Both AFDC applicants and recipients were better off as a
result of the program,

The net benefit to the Options experimental group was $547 per person
using the middle assumptions, The range of the estimates went from $439 to
$673. When examined separately, both applicants and recipients showed
gains in net income, reflecting their earnings increases. These higher
earnings levels were, however, partly offset by the increased taxes they
paid and the reduced transfer payments (primarily Food Stamps) they
received.

e Taxpayers appeared to break even, more or less, as a result of
Options, When only the budget effects are considered,
however, the estimated budgetary gains and savings are less
than the program's costs,

It appears that, from the perspective of taxpayers, program benefits

are approximately balanced by costs, - The lower and higher estimates of
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TABLE 2

SALTIMORE

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS PER AFOC EXPERIMENTAL,
BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

Renge of Eetimetaa' Middle Entinetab
Accounting Perepective Accounting Perepective
Applicant/ Applicent/
Component of Anelyeia Sociel Recipiant Texpeyer Social Recipient Texpeyer
Benefite
Velue of Work Experience QOutput |$316 to 356 $0 $316 to 356 $356 $0 $356
Increeeed Eerninge end Fringe 491 to 1272 491 to 1272 0 930 930 0
Genefits
Increseed Tex Peymante 0 -B1 to -343 B1 to 343 0 -247 247
Reduced AFOC Peymente 0 -29 to -148B 29 to 148 0 -100 100
Other Reduced Trenefer 0 -111 to -2897 111 to 297 0 -225 225
Peymente
Reduced Trenefer Adminietretive 14 to 46 0 14 to 46 34 0 34
Coete
Reduced Uee of WIN 111 to 132 -7 to -8 118 to 141 132 -8 141
Totel Senefits $932 to 1806 $263 to 475 $669 to 1331 $1452 $349 $1103
Costs
Progrem Opereting Coete ~$752 to -B16 $0 -$752 to -B16 -$B16 $0 -$816
Allowence end Support Servicee 0 197 to 222 -187 to -222 0 222 -222
Perticipent Qut-of-Pocket
Expeneee -21 to -24 -21 to -24 0 -24 -24 0
Totel Coete ~-$773 to -BAD $176 to 198 -$949 to-1038 -$840 $198 ~$1038
Net Preeant Velue
(Benefite Minue Coata) $158 to 866 $438 to 673 ~-$280 to 293 $612 $547 $65

SOURCE: Tebls 6.7.

NOTES: Poefitive emounte indicate @ benefit end negetive smounte indicete @ cost, ALl benefits end coets ere
estimated for e five-yser time horizon beginning et the point of rendom eeeignment, end sre expreesed in fiecel yeer 1884
dollera., Moet benefite correepond to estimeted experimentael-control differencee in progrem effecte, See Chepter 6 for
diecuseton of esetimetion techniques end dete eources, Beceuse of rounding, deteil mey not eum to totele.

8
The lower eetimate in the renge reflecte meseurad progrem effecte only, with no eetimetes of future
benefite and coete. The upper eetimete includee setimaetee of future benefite and coete, where future benefite

ere esaumed not to decey over time,

b
The middle eetimete includee esetimetee of future benefite end coete, where future benefite eare essumed
to decey et e conetent ennuel rete of 22 percent efter the obeervetion period during which progrem effecte were meesured.
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Options' net present value to taxpayers are -$280 and +$293, respectively,
with the middle estimate of $65 close to the break-even level. However,
one of the benefits to taxpayers -~ the value of community work performed
by work experience participants -- does not directly affect govermment
budgets. Thus, from a purely budgetary viewpoint, benefits offset most but
not all of the program costs., This leaves a net budgetary loss of about
$300 per AFDC experimental using the middle estimate.

® The program's positive effects on employment led to most of

the major program benefits -~ increased earnings and taxes and
reduced transfer payment costs. The value of community work
was also important.

Most of Options! benefits are directly or indirectly attributable to
the program's impact on employment. The estimated gain in earnings and
fringe benefits received by AFDC experimentals -- almost $500 per person
during the observation period alone -- 1is, of course, a direct result of
employment, The estimated changes in the taxes they paid and in the
transfer payments they received (notably Food Stamps) were primarily due to
the impact on employment., The value of the work done by participants in
Options' work experience component -- a total of more than $300 per
experimental -- was also an important benefit,

® The total cost of the program was approximately $1,000 per

AFDC experimental, although the cost per experimental varied
widely, On average, Options!' operating expenses were about
$800; stipends and support services costs added another $200.

The average operating cost of Options was about $800 per AFDC
experimental, including both participants and nonparticipants, This cost
varied greatly from one experimental to another because the amounts and

types of services they received varied. Remedial education and skills

training were the most expensive services, followed by Jjob search
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workshops, work experience and placement assistance. In addition, an
average cost of $200 per experimental was incurred for stipends, child care
and transportation.

o The social net present value of the program for the AFDC-U
group was -$3,079, a loss largely resulting from the program's
negative impact on employment,

For the small group of AFDC-U's studied, the analysis indicates that
Options was not effective., The middle estimate of the net present value of
serving this group was -$3,079 for society as a whole -~ the range was from
-$2,006 to -$6,098 -~ and was negative also for the experimental group and
taxpayers, This occurred even though the cost of serving the AFDC-U group
was substantially lower than that of serving the AFDC group, because most
of the expected AFDC-U benefits -- i,e.,, experimental-control differences
in employment and welfare receipt -- turned out to be negative, However,
due to the small sample size, these results are considerably more uncertain
than those for the AFDC group.

In drawing overall policy conclusions from the benefit-cost analysis,
it is better to rely on the general patterns of results for both groups
than to focus on the specifiec dollar estimates produced by the analysis.
One of the reasons is that a number of assumptions have been made in the
analysis, including the important assumption that the employment increases
for the experimental group have not resulted in displacement of other
workers., Another reason is that the estimates of program impact that
underlie most of the benefits are subject to uncertainty because of chance
sampl ing error, Finglly, a number of intangible benefits and costs could

not be included in the analysis,

Two relatively clear patterns do emerge that should be considered in
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reaching a final poliey judgment about the program. As noted above, when
Options benefits are considered, the program's consistently positive effect
on the employment of the AFDC group generated tangible gains for the experi-
mental group. There were also large gains for society as a whole and small
ones for the taxpayers, These benefits were not only associated with the
factors that typically influence benefit levels -- higher earnings and
somewhat reduced AFDC payments -- but also with higher taxes and decreased
recelpt of transfer payments other than AFDC and use of public services.

This pattern did not hold up for the small AFDC-U group, however.

Second, these benefits appear to Jjustify the investment made in

Options, although this is more obvious from a social standpoint than the

narrower perspective of taxpayers. The benefits that accrued to AFDC

applicants and recipients were only partly reduced by their losses in
transfers and taxes, but more of the benefits to taxpayers were balanced by
the program costs they bore, Thus, the program produced a clear gain for
the AFDC experimentals and appears to have also left taxpayers slightly
better off, or at least not worse off. This, in turn, resulted in a
positive net present value to society as a whole. It will be important to
see 1in the supplemental analysis whether the program emphasis on
longer-term service components leads to even greater benefits from all

perspectives,
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MARYLAND:
FINAL REPORT ON THE

EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES EVALUATION




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As part of Maryland's Work Incentive (WIN) Demonstration Program
authorized by the federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981,
the State Department of Human Resources (DHR) has established nine special
demonstration projects, known collectively as the Employment Initiatives,
for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the
nation's largest cash assistance program. This is the second and final
report on two of these special initiatives: the Options Program in the City
of Baltimore, and the Basic Employment Training (BET) Program in Wicomico
County on the State’s Eastern Shore,

The preceding report on these two progréms described their implementa-
tion and early patterns of participation. This report updates the partici-
pation findings for both programs, but its principal focus is different.
Primarily, it looks at the effects of the Baltimore Options Program on
enrollees' employment and welfare receipt and examines the program's
benefits and costs.

The purpose of this chapter is to set a context for understanding the
results of the evaluation., It first discusses the background, design and
administrative conditions of the two Employment Initiatives and then
outlines the evaluation plan. The chapter concludes with a brief summary
of the earlier findings and the major questions addressed in this final

report on the two inItiatives.




A, rogra ackgro

The OBRA legislation enacted a number of changes in the AFDC program,
including giving the states expanded authority to strengthen the linkage
between welfare and work., In particular, states were allowed to operate
WIN Demonstration Programs whereby they could reorganize the management of
the WIN Program, the major federally-financed employment program for AFDC
recipients. (In WIN Demonstration Programs, states are required to give
sole management authority to the welfare agency, rather than divide it
between that agency and the employment service, as has been the case in the
regular WIN Program.) Under OBRA, states are also permitted to run
Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP), 'in which able-bodied AFDC
recipients are required to "work off their grants" in public or private
nonprofit positions for the number of hours calculated by dividing the
benefits by the minimum wage.

Maryland opted to run a WIN Demonstration Program, but did not need to
institute single-agency authority. At the time that the WIN Demonstration

Program went into effect, the income maintenance agency and the employment

service were already part of a single super-agency. Instead, in their

planning for the WIN Demonstration, DHR staff elected to develop several
special projects. The rest of the WIN Demonstration Program -- which,
along with the Employment Initiatives, would replace the regular WIN
Program in Maryland -~ would not deﬁart dramatically from the WIN Program
except that, as in other states, program staff and activities have been
scaled back by recent WIN funding cuts. Available WIN resources would be
concentrated in the new initiatives rather than spread thinly over the

whole WIN Demonstration Program,




The decision to institute new projects represented both a desire by
staff to reward local initiatives and an effort to develop alternatives to
what they saw as the narrow and potentially punitive thrust of the Reagan
Administration's CWEP emphasis. DHR planners did approve of some kind of
work experience in the new Employment Initiatives, but chose to adopt work
experience as it always had been provided by regular WIN, These
regulations specify that, as a condition of benefit receipt, participants
can be required to work up to 40 hours a week, regardless of the grant
level, but only for a 13-week period. While this is more hours than under
CWEP, staff reasoned that this provision would permit the development of
more meaningful work assignments -- ones in which participants would stand
a better chance to gain or enhance job skills,

The first two of these special projects, the Options and BET Programs,
began in the fall of 1982, They both resemble and differ from each other
and from the WIN Demonstration Program as it operates elsewhere in the
state.

In their rules, target groups and types of activities offered, WIN and
the two Employment Initiatives are quite similar, The formal regulations
governing the three programs are virtually identical. In each program,
certain male and female applicants for and recipients of AFDC may be
required to register and participate in activities intended to improve both
their immediate and long-term employability and employment skills, thereby
reducing public assistance caseloads and costs, Those who do not parti-
cipate risk having their welfare applications denied or losing their
benefits, although reducing welfare costs in this manner is not a primary

Employment Initiatives goal.




Both WIN and the new programs require the participation of individuals
~~ primarily single heads of households on AFDC (mostly women whose
youngest child is six or older), but also persons in two-parent households
receiving welfare under the Unemployed Parent title of the AFDC program,
usually the fathers (AFDC-U's) -~ who have been determined "mandatory"
either at welfare application or at a point later in their stay on the
rolls.! s explained in Chapter 2, however, the Options Program does not
serve a true cross-section of WIN-mandatory persons (including those who
were mandatory when the program began), but only those who became mandatory
after Options' inception, The Employment Initiatives also make use of
activities previously offered in the regular WIN Program -- Jjob search,
work experience, education and institutional training -- adding to these
only on~the-job training partly financed by diverted welfare grants.2

The two Employment Initiatives diverge from the WIN Demonstration
Program in two major respects, the first being the level of resources.
Both of the special initiatives have been funded at sufficiently high
levels to ensure that all suitable candidates can be accommodated 1in
program activities, In contrast, the WIN Demonstration Program’s
activities are very limited: funding cutbacks have resulted in program
slots and support services adequate to serve only a small proportion of
registrants, (Even under the regular-WIN Program, services were limited
and usually directed to those whom staff judged most "job-ready.") Indeed,
group job search, work experience and training positiohs have been all but
eliminated from the Baltimore WIN Demonstration Program; WIN activities
largely revolve around staff periodically calling in registrants for

counseling and referral to jobs. Aside from this, those registered with



WIN have few work-related obligations that are tied to welfare receipt. 1In
a sense, the two Employment Initiatives may accurately be described as
operating the way WIN might have, had it been more generously funded.

WIN and the new programs also differ in managerial authority. While a
new entity, known as the Office of Welfare Employment Policy, was created
within DHR to set guidelines and monitor the development of the Employment
Initiatives, DHR has delegated full responsibility for program operations
to the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) agencies (previously CETA prime
sponsors) in Baltimore and Wicomico County,3

This decision was made for several reasons. First, JTPA staff, large=-
ly former CETA employees, were seen as more innovative and flexible in
their outlook than WIN personnel, Second, they had extensive experience
serving the welfare population, both in their regular capacity and 1in
special programs that had served as prototypes for the Employment
Initiatives. The JTPA agency in Baltimore (formerly the Mayor's Office of
Manpower Resources, or MOMR, and now the Office of Manpower Resources, OMR)
is nationally recognized and 1locally influential, and it had lobbied
vigorously to run the new Options Program. It was reasoned that OMR, with
its operational knowledge of Options services, could bring its experience
to bear on behalf of the Options enrollees.

Thus, the two Employment Initiatives programs were intended to improve
the quantity of services offered, compared to both regular WIN and the WIN
Demonstration, and, by' virtue of having able program operators deliver
these services, enhance their quality as well, It was further expected
that the availability of sufficient slots would enable Options and BET

operators to enforce a meaningful participation requirement on program




enrollees, Nevertheless, Employment Initiatives planners did not aim to

make program participation a gquid pro guo for the receipt of wel fare
benefits. Rather, they believed that the requirement would bring to the
prégrams a population that might really be helped -- those who could
benefit from program activities, but who might lack the knowledge, courage
or drive to enroll on their own. They also hoped that the requirement
might win legislative support for the new programs.

Once guidelines on the target group and services had been specified,
DHR gave the prime sponsors considerable flexibility to shape their
Employment Initiatives as they saw fit. The next section highlights the
designs of the programs that the two JTPA agencies have implemented, which

are similar in some ways, but quite different in others.

B. The Program Models

1. The Baltimore Options Program

A feature that distinguishes the Employment Initiatives from many
other state initiatives undertaken in response to OBRA is their emphasis on
enhancing participants' long-term employability through involvement in
education and training. While most new programs are aimed at moving public
assistance recipients as quickly as possible -off the rolls -- and prefer-
ably into jobs -- Employment Initiatives planners and operators, especial-
ly in Baltimore, have maintained that individuals should be helped to find
jobs that will confer at least a modicum of economic security. The intent
of Options, thérefore, is to encourage those participants who need such

assistance to enroll in training and classes leading to a General Equiva-

lency Diploma (GED), both of which they see as stepping-stones to better




jobs, even though enrollees may remain on welfare longer by doing so.

Beyond this, the hallmark of the Baltimore program is individual i-
zation of services., 1In other states, the thrust has been toward requiring
enrollees to participate in a fixed sequence of program components, In
Baltimore, in contrast, Options staff have tried to prescribe for each
participant the regimen of activities they believe to be best suited to
that person's abilities and interests. It is not assumed that any
particular activity, be it job search or work experience, is appropriate
for all enrollees at a given point in their program tenure.

Chart 1.1 shows the variety of components in which Options enrollees
can participate, encompassing the general categories of job search, work
experience, education and skills training. Indeed, the variety is such
that persons eligible for Options can take part in the full array of
manpower services usually offered to regular JTPA enrollees in Baltimore.
As noted earlier, Options staff do not operate the activities directly;
rather, most are run by staff of other OMR units with the exception of
skills training, for which the agency subcontracts with training providers.
Thus, the Options Program functions only as a "switching station, ™ in which
eligible persons are registered and assessed and from which they are dis-
patched to other components, returning to Options only for reassessment and
counseling.

Participants in most activities receive a $30 per week stipend that is
usually tied to program attendance and performance and is intended to
defray work-related expenses, such as transportation., Options staff help
participants secure institutional day care subsidized under Title XX. In

addition, Options has some Title IV.C funds to pay for 30 days of in-home
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child care for those either enrolled in Job search activities or awaiting a
child-care placement arranged by social services staff.

Although Options is open-ended and enrollees can be assigned to any
number of components, the program does set limits for some activities and
specifies that participants must take part in job search at some point in
their program tenure, although not necessarily as their first component.
Enrollees are not required to participate in any component more than once,
however, and no enrollee is allowed to participate more than one time in
classroom skills and on-the-job training. Enrollees are, however,
permitted to participate more than once in the work experience and job
search components if staff agree this is wise,

2, he rogram i comico Count

Chart 1.2 summarizes the key similarities and differences between the
Options and BET Programs, It indicates that both admit WIN-mandatory appli-
cants and recipients receiving AFDC and AFDC-U. Both programs carry out a
variety of functions: formal WIN registration; employability assessment;
assignment to active components or to a holding status; monitoring of parti-
cipation; job development and referral; adjudication proceedings leading to
a possible sanction (i.e., in the case of a noncompliant individual receiv-
ing AFDC, removal of the person from the welfare grant for three to six
months; and termination of the entire grant, in the case of those receiving
AFDC-U); and deregistration., And in both Options and BET, job search, work
experience, and education and training are the pbincipal of ferings,

Nonetheless, the chart also identifies the many distinctions between
the two programs. First is the difference between the programs themselves,

as detailed in the next section.
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The Options Program is contractually obligated to serve 1,000
enrollees a year.u In 10 Baltimore income maintenance offices (about half
of the city's offices), all ‘those eligible for Options =-- that is, new
WIN-mandatory applicants to welfare and those newly determined to be
mandatory -- who live in the areas served by these offices are randomly
assigned to Options or a control group, which is referred to the regular
WIN Demonstration Program, Thus, while this evaluation can point to
lessons about the ability of a large manpower agency to serve a new WIN-
mandatory welfare population, it cannot speak to the feasibility of the
Options model, were it to be implemented for all eligible individuals on a
city-wide basis. Nor can the results -- particularly those of recipients
-~ be generalized to all individuals in the mandatory caseload, since the
research sample is not a representative subsample of that caseload.

BET, unlike Options, was designed to "saturate" the entire Wicomico
County caseload of new WIN-mandatory individuals -- that is, to provide
services to all suitable candidates (who were expected to number approxi-
mately 500 over the course of a year). BET was also authorized to serve
volunteers, a group excluded from Options in order to reserve the
relatively limited number of slots for a rigorous test of the program's
impact on mandatory cases. Finally, although early program planning
documents are unclear as to whether BET was expected to serve those who
were already mandatory when the program began, BET staff have elected to
provide services to these people as well,

While Options and BET offer enrollees the same employment services,
the structure and s;quenee of these services differ, As just described,

the Options model does not specify a fixed sequence of components; in



contrast, the BET Program mandates that all registrants participate in
three weeks of group job search as their firsp activity. This decision was
reached by officials of the BET sponsoring agency for two interconnected
reasons., First, these officials believed that the labor market was a
better test of a person's immediate employability than staff judgments.
Second, this early screen would allow the program to reserve resources for
those who, by virtue of their inability to find jobs, could be assumed to
need extra assistance.

The ﬁET model does allow for a greater degree of individualization
once enrollees have completed job search., At this point, those who have
not been successful in théir search and remain in the program may be
assigned, according to their needs and preferences, to work experience
full-time (for 13 weeks as in Baltimore), education, or institutional or
on-the-job training. Unlike Baltimore, where the participation requirement
is ongoing, individuals who have participated in job search and one other
activity may then be removed from the program, or deregistered., This does
not necessarily signal the end of their program involvement, however, since
they may be called in for additional counseling, Jjob referral or other
job=-finding efforts.

As in Baltimore, BET participants receive a weekly stipend (1nAthis
case, $25) to reimburse the expenses they incur while 1in program
components. Child care is prdvided by Title XX, and specific program funds
are available for in-home care while participants take part in job search.
Travel to the program offices or a worksite, however, frequently poses a
major problem, since Wicomico County lacks public transportation. A van is

occasionally used for transportation to job search activities, but no such
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service is available to participants in work experience and education or
training progranms,

The programs differ in two other respects. First, as noted earlier,
the components in which Options enrollees participate are run by other
units within the Office of Manpower Resources, In contrast, BET staff
directly operate the group job search component and are responsible for
developing work experience positions, assigning enrollees to them, and
monitoring their participation. (Educational and training services are,
however, delivered by outside providers,) Second, the welfare populations

of the two areas differ significantly, as later chapters will discuss.

c. Program Settings

Chart 1.3 points out the many differences between the areas in which

the Options and BET Programs operate. Baltimore is a major urban center --
the 12th largest city in the country in 1984, according to the Census
Bureau. Its population of 764,000 is 56 percent non-white, and the city's
poverty rate, at 19 percent, is two and one-half times that of the state as
a whole, Median household income in 1980 was $12,811, or 63 percent of the
statewide average,

Wicomico County, with Salisbury as its county seat, is largely a rural
area, where much of the economy centers on the processing of farm products.
Its population is predominantly white, and both the proportion of people
living below the poverty level and the median household income more closely
approximate those for the state as a whole than do the corresponding

Bal timore figures.




CHART 1.3

SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF MARYLANO

| I
Cherecterietic 8eltimore Wicomico County Statewide

Medien Income ($]1

Femily® N 15721 18446 23112
Houeehold 12811 15818 20281

Percent of Femiliee
Belos Poverty
Line® (1979) 18.9 g.0 7.5

Percent Non-Whitsa 56 .2 22.6 25.1

Annuel Wel fere
c

Ceeseload
1980 44840 1034 73499
1981 45927 11566 78242
1982 43174 1189 73841
1983 41210 1088 70249
1984 41484 1017 70911

Averege Unemploy-
ment Rete (%)
1983
1884

~N o
« o
o W
-]
-
~
[< B - -]

SOURCES: 1Sumg§ry of Economic Cherecterietice, Merylend 1880
Cherecteristice of the Populetion. U.S. Depertment of Commerce, Bureeu of
Ceneue, Wesehington, 0.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1880.

2Ibid.

3
Rece by_Sex, Merylend 1980 Cherecterietice of the Populetion,.
U.S. Depertment of Commerce, Bureeu of Censue. Weehington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing O0ffice, 1980.

4"Ospertmsnt of Humen Reeourcee' Annuelized Stetieticel Report,
Fiecel Yeer 1979-1983%, Beltimore, Merylend.

5”01v1;18n Lebor Force, Employment end Unemployment by Plece of

Reeidence, 1983, 1984." Stete of Merylend, Depertment of Employment end
Treining, Reeeerch end Anelyeis.

NOTES: s”Fsmily" ije defined ee e houeeholder end one or more pereone
living in the eeme houeshaold who ere releted to the houeeholder by birth,

merriege, or edoption,

b
"Houeehold" ie defined ee ell the pereone who occupy e houeing
unit,.

: cwelfere Ceeeloed includee both AFDC end AFDC-U eeeietance
cetegoriee,

dUnempLOyment rete ie not seseonelly edjueted.
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From 1980 through 1982, Maryland's unemployment rate mirrored national
recessionary trends, climbing in the months before the start of this study
and thereafter declining to 1979 levels. Unemployment also went down in
the two study areas, although in both it remained higher than in the state
as a whole,

After reaching a five-year high of 78,200 in 1981, the Maryland AFDC
caseload fell during the next two years, largely as a result of the new
federal eligibility rules introduced by OBRA. It then rose again to 70,900
cases in 1984. The Baltimore caseload followed the state's pattern., In
contrast, in Wicomico County, caseloads remained high through 1982 and
declined steadily through 198%4.

All these differences suggest that contextual factors are important to
consider in examining the rates of program participation in the two

Employment Initiatives,

D. Evaluation Design

The evaluation of the two Maryland programs is part of MDRC's Demon-
stration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, which examines the implementa-
tion, impact and cost-effectiveness of several major AFDC employment
programs operated by a number of states in response to the 1981 OBRA
legislation. In addition to Maryland, such studies are under way in
Arkansas, California, TIllinois, Maine, New Jersey, Virginia and West
Virginia. A separate implementation study of on-the-job training programs
partly financed by grant diversion is also being conducted in several
states, as well as a' management study of one state's initiatives for the

welfare population,®




MDRC's evaluation in Maryland includes three types of analyses:
process, impact and benefit-cost. Chart 1.4 summarizes the questions, the
methodology and data sources of each, while the following sections briefly
describe the analyses,

1. The Process Analysis

The process analysis examines the operations of the Employment
Initiatives and identifies the factors that facilitate or constrain program
implementation, The analysis has two main parts., The first presents an
in-depth description of the content and administration of the program
models, highlighting the major activities and management procedures. Most

of this line of inquiry was pursued in the first study. This report

concludes that analysis, also presenting a more complete examination of the

findings from a survey of 54 participants and supervisors at the work
experience worksites.

The second part of the process analysis tracks and explains the move-
ment of individuals tﬁrough the program, examining the participation rates
of a larger sample followed for a longer period. Also in this report,
certain critical questions are addressed for the first time: the propor-

tion of the caseload to remain in Options and BET without partiecipating,
and caseload "coverage" at given points in time.

2. Ihe Options Program Impact Study

The impact study, a primary focus of this report, addresses a number
of questions about the program effectiveness of the Baltimore Options
Program: Does the model have short- or long-term impacts on enrollees!
employment and earnings, receipt of welfare or the size of their benefit

checks? Do the impacts vary across. different subgroups of the AFDC




CHART 1.4

MARYLAND

OESIGN FOR THE EVALUATION OF EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES

Ressarch Component And Quastione

Ms thodo Logy

Date Sourcss

a
Rsports

IMPACT ANALYSIS (Baltimors)

Does the OPTIONS Program result in en
increses in employment and earnings
and/or a raduction in wslfara
dapsndsncy end bsnefits?

Oo iwpacts vary for groups with
diffarent prior employmant and
welfara dspsndancy?

Compariaon of the employment and AFOC

outcomas ovsr time for AFDC
applicanta and rscipiants rsndomly
asaignsd to the sxperiwantal
program or to & control group
aligibla for regular WIN sarvicae,

Uniform clisnt charactaristics
collactad at progrem anrollwent

AFDC peyment and unemploymant
insurance sarnings filas

Program administrative records

BENEFIT-CDST ANALYSIS (Beltiwore)
To what extsnt doss ths OPTIDNS Program
Laad to an increasa in direct
(budgst) axpsnditurss?

Oo program bsnefits axcssd or fall
below coets?

Estimstion of ths incremsnt in

oparating costs (including admin—
jetrativa costs and paymants to
institutione and to participanta
for work-relatsd axpenses) for
axpsrimentals compared to ths
cantrol group

Estiwation of ths nat present valus

of the stata initiativs by comparing
additionel coste and benafite

Stste and Local budgets, date on
special paywants, and studise of
stsff tiws allocation

Cost data, program edminiatrative
records, impact estimatas, and
value of output eetimetas from
tha study of work axpariancas
workeitae

PROCESS ANALYSIS
Perticipent Flow Study (Beltimors and

Wicomico Countias)

what is ths pattsrn of program
participation and whst factors
explain obsarvad diffarencss?

le participaticn mandatory and do
participation retes vary for
different aubgroups of tha
populetion?

What ie tha contant and adminietrative
atructure of ths demonstration
program?

Yorkaita Study
What is tha quality of ths work

expsrianca worksites? 0o they
davelop employability and provids
social benafita?

Analysis of ths psttarn of program

essignmsnt, perticipation, and
daregiatretion

Study of ths intaraction batwaan

perticipation pattern snd progrem
design, institutional arrangemsnts,
administrativa practicas, and
othar conditions

Study of progrem componanta and staff

dacieion making

Analyais of ths chsractaristics of

program worksitas: do they deavslop
Job skills? do thay provids useful
goods and servicae? do thay provide
psychological banafits?

Progrem adminjatrative rscords,
including status, outcomas, and
participation date obtained
through ESARS

Systematic obeervation, cess fila
studies, intarviews with program
ataff and participants

Systametic obearvation, intarviewa
with program staff, program
administrative records

Surveys conducted with suparvisors
and participants st a random
sampla of 50 worksitas

First/Sscond

First/Sscond

NOTE:

[}
The first raport rafers to the Intarim Findinge from tha Maryland
socond rsport rafers to this rsport,

Loywent Initistivas

published in Februery 1984; the




population -~ for example, between recent applicants and longer-term

reciplents, or between those with and without recent empl oyment experience?
(It should be noted that the size of the AFDC-U recipient sample was too
small to measure impacts with any degree of éﬁnfidence for either the whole
sample or any subgroups.)

To explore these and other questions, this study uses an experimental
design. At the time 1individuals applied for welfare or were newly
determined WIN-mandatory, all those eligible were randomly assigned to one
of three groups:

e An experimental group offered special services in the Options
Program; or

e A control group, which was referred to the regular WIN
Demonstration Program; or

e A non-research group established because the number of
eligibles who would not be referred to Options exceeded the
sample size requirements needed for the control group in the
evaluation, Like the controls, members of this group were
referred to WIN,

Random assignment ensures that experimental and control group members
are similar in all characteristics except services received. Thus, any
statistically significant differences in behavior should result from
differences in program treatment. Impacts are estimated by comparing the
welfare and employment outcomes of the experimental and control groups.

The main Baltimore research sample consists of 3,172 welfare appli-
cants and recipients, who were randomly assigned between November 15, 1982
and the end of December 1983. Follow-up data on employment and earnings
for all sample members were collected through December 1984 and data on

welfare receipt through March 1985. Organization of the data permitted the

employment and welfare receipt of the latest sample members to be tracked
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for a minimum of 12 months after random assignment, while the eﬁperiences
of the earlier entrants were followed for at least 24 months.

3. The Benefit-Cost Analysis

The third part of the research study is a benefit-cost analysis., This
study assesses the net costs and benefits of operating the Options Program
as compared to the regular WIN Demonstration Program in Baltimore. 1In this
analysis, net benefits result primarily from any increases in earnings and
reductions in welfare benefits found in the impact analysis and extra-
polated over five years. Benefits and costs are analyzed from the points

of view of program experimentals, taxpayers and society as a whole.

y, The Research Sample

MDRC's two studies on the Maryland program -- the first report and
this final analysis -- use two overlapping but different research samples.
The first report focused on the 626 experimentals who were assigned to the
Baltimbre Options Program and the 358 people enrolled in the Wicomico
County BET Program through March 1983, This report extends the intake
period through December 1983 and in so doing includes 1,568 experimentals
in Baltimore and 502 program enrollees in Wicomico County. In addition,
this report follows the Baltimore control group, as well as the experi-
mentals, in order to compare outcomes for those eligible and ineligible for

program services,

E. e indi rom, the rst Report
MDRC's first report on the Employment Initiatives focused on their
operational feasibility and implementation through mid-1983. It gave an

early picture of participation and described the nature and quality of




services.

The report found that both programs were smoothly implemented, without
major administrative or other obstacles. This ease of implementation was
probably achieved largely because of the previous experience of staff in
running programs for the disadvantaged and the intensive pre-program
training for staff,

Despite differences in design, the two programs attained quite similar
participation rates during this early period. Overall, 143 percent of those
who registered for Options had participated in a program activity within
three months of entry, as did 48 percent of BET registrants. Participation
also increased over time. 1In both programs, job search and work experience
were the most frequently assigned components.

Also at both sites, significant numbers of registrants were placed in
long~-term holding (deferral) status and effectively excused from program
participation, Some of these individuals had health, family or (in
Wicomico County) transportation problems. Others were already enrolled in
educational programs or held part-time jobs, and in these instances, staff
had decided not to impose additional participation requirements.

While staff in both programs believed that a participation requirement
was fair, they tried to ensure that it was humanely administered. They

were reluctant to initiate sanctions before all other measures to deal with

the noncompliant individuals were exhausted, and they did not sanction

individuals who refused offers of low-paying or otherwise unattractive
Jobs.
A preliminary analysis of the first 30 interviews with worksite parti-

cipants and their supervisors was presented in the first report., It found




that the jobs were seen by supervisors as important and not "make-work."
However, while jobs also required an intermediate number of skills, substan-
tial skills development did not occur because most participants were judged
as adequate when they began the job. Almost all participants expressed
satisfaction with the jobs, and about half thought it was fair to work for
their benefits,

This report expands on the worksite analysis presented in the first
report by examining responses from the total sample of 514, The basic
findings of the first report are confirmed. Participants agreed that the
Jobs were important to the agency, and almost all expressed satisfaction
with them. While the majority believed it was fair to work in exchange for
their benefits, a sizable minority (38 percent) were dissatisfied with
having their benefits tied to the job., Almost all (52 of the 54) saw the
agency as getting the better end of the deal when they compared the useful-
ness of their work to the amount of money they received in benefits,
although some participants may have confused their weekly stipends with the

grant payments. Appendix A describes the worksite study and findings in

greater detail,

F. he rrent Report

As this chapter suggests, the evaluation of the Maryland Employment
Initiatives seeks to provide answers to a broad range of questions about
the feasibility, impact, cost-effectiveness and targeting of programs
offering employment services to welfare recipients. Among the main

questions are:
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Process Study

e Were the Employment Initiatives Programs able to expand the
reach of employment services to a broad segment of the
eligible caseload?

e What were the resulting participation rates and related
operational performance indicators?

e What were the rates of participation in each of the principal
components: job search, work experience, and education and

training? Did these differ among important subgroups of
program enrollees?

e For individuals who entered unpaid work experience, was the
work requirement viewed as fair? Did the positions foster the

employability and skills development of participants? Were
participants satisfied with their jobs?

Impact Study

e How effective was the Baltimore Options Program in increasing
employment and earnings, and reducing welfare receipt and
payments?

e Within the Baltimore sample, which of the main subgroups
experienced the larger impacts: the AFDC applicants or
recipients? Those with more or less recent work experience?

Benefit-Cost Study

e How did the measurable benefits of the Options Program,
relative to those of WIN, compare to net program costs?

How were gains and losses distributed among the targeted
welfare population, the taxpayers and society at large?

What individual benefits and costs were most important to the
overall results?

This report primarily deals with the evaluation of the Baltimore
Options Program covered in the next five chapters. Chapter 2 presents the
research design, sample and data sources, Chapter 3 describes the environ-

ment of the evaluation, discussing some of the problems inherent in

analyzing participation patterns and impacts. Chapter 4§ contains an

overview of the flow of Options Program enrollees and a series of perfor-




mance indicators summarizing participation, Chapter 5 covers short-term
employment and welfare outcomes of the AFDC sample, aLong with estimates of
the longer-term program accomplishments and findings on the principal
subgroups, including the AFDC-U assistance category. Findings on the
benefits of the program relative to costs are discussed in Chapter 6.
Chapter T turns to Wicomico County, examining the characteristies and
participation patterns of BET enrollees, Conclusions are presented in

Chapter 8, Appendix A contains the findings of the survey of work

experience participants and their supervisors,
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CHAPTER 2

T ONS RESEARC SIG S

This chapter discusses the research design and analytical techniques
used in the process, impact, and, to a lesser extent, the benefit-cost
studies for the Options Program. It describes the characteristics of the
experimental sample and discusses the data sources used in all three
analyses, Chapter 6 will provide a more complete discussion of the
benefit-cost methodology and data sources., The Wicomico sample will be

treated separately in Chapter 7.

A, The Research Design

As noted in Chapter 1, a primary aim of this study is to isolate the
impacts of the Options Program through the use of an experimental research
design. All AFDC (mostly female) and AFDC-U (primarily male) applicants
and recipients eligible for Options were randomly assigned to one of three
groups: an experimental group, which received Options services; a control
group, assigned to the WIN Demonstration Program (i.e., regular WIN); or to
an extra non-research group. In the impact analysis, the employment rates,
earnings, welfare receipt and benefit payments of the experimental and
control groups were tracked and compared over a period of time,

1. Eligibility for the Research Sample

In Maryland, as in many states, individuals applying for or receiving

AFDC are usually exempt from WIN registration if they have a child below

school a,ge.1 Conversely, if all of their children are six or older, they




are usually considered "mandatory" -- in other words, they must register
with WIN? as a condition of welfare receipt. Recipients become mandatdry
if their family or other circumstances éhange so that they are no longer
exempt from WIN registration., In Baltimore, all WIN-mandatory AFDC and
AFDC-U applicants and all recipients who are newly determined WIN-mandatory
can be included in the research sample as long as they live in the targeted
areas of the Options Program (see Figure 2.1). The 10 income maintenance
offices serving those areas are half the offices in the city of Baltimore.

The population eligible for Options is not typical of the city-wide
welfare caseload. Rather than randomly assign the existing mandatory case-
load into a limited number of program openings, Options adopted a different
strategy -~ one mimicking the long-run or "steady state" intake system that
would probably prevail after an extended period of program operations.
Options chose, like WIN, to register individuals at the point they become
mandatory, Persons already mandatory before the program began were_not
eligible for Options.,

The Options research sample therefore consists of two subpopulations
of the current welfare caseload: applicants determined mandatory at the
point of welfare application, and recipients newly determined mandatory.
Since the recipient portion of the Options eligible group includes mostly
mothers whose youngest pre-school child has Just become school age, this
may itself constitute the removal of a significant barrier to employment
for single parents. This characteristic especially distinguishes Options
recipients from a random cross~-section of current Baltimore mandatory
recipients, The Options applicant sample, in contrast, is more typical of

the mandatory applicant caseload in Bal timore,




FIGURE 2.1

BALTIMORE RESEARCH DESIGN

New Current Recipients
WIN-Mendetory Newly Determined
Applicents to be WIN-Mendatory
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| |
Controls l Experimentals I
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I | |
WIN Options
Barvicesn Program
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2. Random Assignment

As seen in Figure 2.1, eligible individuals were randomly assigned at
the point when they either applied for welfare or were newly determined
mandatory. Because it was not possible to offer Options services to all
those eligible, many who were not needed for the control group were
assigned to an "extra"™ non-research group, which, like the control group,
received only regular WIN Demonstration Program services. Youths on a
parent's case, aged 16 and 17, who normally become WIN mandatory when they
drop out of school, were automatically assigned to the non-research group.
Options staff did not want to expend resources on individuals who would
leave the program at age 18.

Random assigmment was carried out by income maintenance workers, in
the case of new applicants, and by WIN staff for recipients newly
determined mandatory, Staff telephoned an MDRC data clerk who consulted a
list of random numbers to make the assignment. The process, begun on
November 15, 1982 and continuing through December 1983, went smoothly.

As is discussed elsewhere in this report, controls for the most part
received no special services, but they could receive regular WIN services.
The impact analysis thus compares outcomes for the experimental group
assigned to Options to those of the control group served by the WIN
Demonstration Program, which in structure and services closely resembles
the traditional WIN Program,

3. Methodological Considerations

Whether because of their own decision, staff deéisions, or simply
because they were off the welfare rolls too quickly to participate, many

experimental group members did not use Options services. But to obtain
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unbiased estimates of impacts on participants alone, it would have been
necessary to single out for comparison a similar subgroup of controls who
would have participated if program services had been available to them.
This would have been difficult, if not impossible, because many differ-
ences, such as motivation or family circumstances, cannot be observed but
are still strongly related to the fact of participation. For this reason,
estimates of program impact are based on data for the whole experimental
group, nonparticipants and participants combined.

The random assigrment process is designed to ensure that experimental
and control groups are similar in demographic and socioeconomic character-
isties. Because the control and experimental groups were basically compar-
able beforehand, as discussed in the next section, differences during the
follow-up can be safely attributed to differences in the program services
they receive. To adjust for any small, pre-existing differences, as well
as to improve the efficiency of the estimates,3 the key impact estimates
were calculated using multiple regression analysis.

Nevertheless, numerical estimates of human behavior are always subject
to elements of chance and uncertainty. Because statistical tests can often
rule out chance, these tests were conducted whenever appropriate. Differ-

ences between groups are "statistically significant" when there is less

than a 10 percent probability of no real program effect. In the tables of
this report, asterisks indicate whether differences between groups are
statistically significant at the 1, 5 or 10 percent levels using two-
t:ailedll t-tests, chi-square tests or tests of difference of proportions.
Each of these significance levels indicates that there is only a one in

100, one in 20, or one in 10 chance that a given difference would have




occurred in the absence of the program,

, Size and Scope of the Research Sample

As described in Chapter 1, the sample analyzed in this report expands
on that followed in the first report, which included only people randomly

assigned to the experimental group between November 15, 1982 and March 31,

1983, who were generally followed for three months. As seen in Table 2.1,

the sample covered in this study consists of 3,172 individuals randomly
assigned through December 31, 1983; the follow-up was as long as 24 months
for both the participation and impact analyses. The minimum follow-up for
the total sample was 12 months.

For most of the report, the sample will be divided into two groups:
those randomly assigned from November 15, 1982 to March 31, 1983 (1,063
AFDC's and 164 AFDC-U's) and others randomly assigned from April 1 to
December 31, 1983 (1,760 AFDC's and 185 AFDC-U's),

A much smaller subsample is used to discuss the work experience
positions and participants. In total a random group of 54 experimental
participants and their supervisors were interviewed in both Baltimore and

Wicomico County,

B. Sample Characteristics

As indicated in Appendix Table B.1, random assignment worked effec-
tively to produce experimental and control groups that were similar in most
demographic characteristics. The AFDC controls and experimentals did,
however, differ significantly on two important background measures --
employment and earnings in the quarter preceding random assignment -~ but

these differences were controlled for in the analysis.




TABLE 2.1
8ALTIMORE
OISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS,

8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY, PERIOD OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
ANO RESEARCH GROUP

Aseistence Cetegory end Period

of Random Aseignment Total Experimentel Control

ALl Assistance Cetegorias
Novembar - December 1882 387 193 184
January - March 1983 840 4186 424
April - June 1983 5156 245 270
July - Septembar 1983 709 344 365
Octobar - Dacember 1983 721 370 351
Total 3172 1568 1604

AFDC
Novaeamber - Oecambar 18982 327 185 162
Jenuary - March 1983 736 381 375
April - June 1983 463 218 245
July - September 1983 655 318 336
October - December 1883 842 332 310
Totel 2823 1395 1428

AFDC-U
November - December 1982 60 28 32
Jenuery — Merch 1983 104 55 48
April - Juna 1983 -1 27 25
July - September 1983 54 25 28
October - December 1983 79 38 41
Total 349 173 176

SOURCE:
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The evaluation focuses on several important subgroups within the4
larger sample, The primary distinction is between the AFDC and AFDC-U
assistance categories, Within the AFDC sample, the important division is
between applicants and recipients, although, in addition, those with a more
recent employment history are compared to those with less experience.

As seen 1in Table 2,2, the .AFDC sample had an equal number of appli-
cants and recipients. The total sample was primarily female (90 percent);
the majority (approximately 70 percent) were black; almost all of the rest
were white., More than half had not received a high school diploma or its
equivalent, The average age in the AFDC sample was 32; half were between
25 and 34; and 14 percent were less than 25. Forty percent had never.
married; one-third were married and not living with a spouse; and 17
percent were divorced or widowed. Less than 10 percent were married and
living with a spouse.

The degree of diéadvantage among members of the AFDC sample can be
seen in their substantial history of welfare dependency. Fifty-five
percent had received welfare for more than two years, and only 14 percent
had never received welfare before enrolling. Nevertheless, 44 percent of
the sample members had held a job during the year preceding enrollment, and
28 percent in the quarter before enrollment.

Another way to gauge the level of disadvantage in the Baltimore sample
is to compare it to the one followed by MDRC in the San Diego Employment
Preparation Program, the other program in an urban area evaluated thus far
by MDRC. Unlike the Baltimore sample, the San Diego group was composed
entirely of applican%s, who, as noted, are expected to have higher rates of

previous employment and lower rates of previous welfare dependency.




TABLE 2.2
8ALTIMORE
SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
[(NOVEMBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

Cherecterietic

Welfers Ststus (%)
Applicsnt 88 . 0%t
Rscipisnt EFNELT

Age (%)
18 Yesrs or Less 1 0.9
19 to 24 Yesre ] 4 14.6
25 to 34 Yssrs 45 ,0%%¢
35 to 44 Yeere 26 .4
45 Ysers or More 1 13 .2%%%

Aversge Age [Yeers) 33.0%%

Sex (%)
Msls ! 87 .,8%%¢
Fesmsls - 12 .2%%%

Ethnicity (%)
White, Non-Hiepenic . 64.,5%%¢
8lack, Non-Hispsnic 32.,9%%¢
Hispsnic : . 0.9
Other 1.7

Degree Received (%)
Nons 61.4*
Generel Equivelency Diplome 7.7
High School Diploma . 31.0%*

Average Highest Grede Completed 10.38¢

Currsntly in School (%) 2,308

Msritel Stetues (%)
Nsvsr Merrisd 3.2%%¢
Msrried, Living With Spouss ' 84,2%%¢
Msrried, Not Living With Spouse 2. 0¢%cs
Divorcsd, Widowed 0.,6%%*

[coantinued)




TABLE 2.2 (continued)

Cherecterietic Totel AFDC AFDC-U
Averege Number of Children by Age
Leee Then 4 Yeere 0.22 D.15 0.74%%2
4 to 5 Yeere 0.09 D.D7 0.28%%2
6 to 12 Yeere 1.00 1.03 0.79%%»
13 to 18 Yeere 0.53 0.56 0.35%%*
Averege Number of Children Under
19 Yeere of Age 1.84 1.8D 2.158%¢2
e
Any Children (%)
Lees Then 8 Yeere 22.3 18.8 66.,2%%%
Between 6 end 18 Yeere 83.9 86.5 g2 .ge%*
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFDC 17 .9 13.9 5D.6%s®
Two Yeere or Lese a2.5 31.5 40 ,9%%*
More Then Two Yeere 49 .6 54,7 8.,5%%%
Averege Monthe on AFOC During Two
Yeere Prior to Rendom Aeeignment 12.6 13.7 3,309
Averege Monthe Uneble to Work Due to
Medicel Probleme in Two Yeers
Prior to Rendom Aesignment 1.2 1.3 0.8%%®
Held Job et Any Time During Four
Quertere Prior to Rendom
Aeeignment (%) 47 .1 44.3 69,.,3%%¢
Held Job During Guerter Prior
to Rendom Aeeignment (%) 29.4 28.2 39,.,3%2%¢
Averege Eerninge During Four Quertere
Prior to Rendom Aesignment {$) 1774.086 1608 .11 3132,.,58%%*
Averege Eerninge During Quertep
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment (§) 419,03 385 .13 893 ,21%%*
Averege Monthe Employed During Two
Yeere Prior to Rendom Aeeignment 6,2 5.5 11.3%2%*
For Longeet Job Held in Peat
Two Yeere
Averege Hourly Wege Rete (§) 5.05 4,79 8.,23%%*
Averege Weekly Houre 34 .1 33.1 38,79%*
Duretion of Job (Monthe) 29.9 28.7 35.2%**
d
Totel Semple 3172 2823 349

-35-

(continued)




TABLE 2.2 {continued)

SBDURCE: Celculetiona from MDRC Cliant Informetion Shaata end the
Unamployment Ineurence aerninge racorde.

NDTES: Distributione mey not sdd exectly to 1DD.D percant bacauee of
rounding.

e
Distributione mey not edd to 1DD.D percent bacauee individuele
cen heve children in more then one cetegory.

b
Celculetad from Unamployment Inseurence . recorde from tha Stete of
Meryland.

cFor questions concarning longaet job, semple eizae-era besad on
tha numbar of individuala who raport a Longaat job on the Client Information
Shaat, Dua to miaeing date for salactad charactarietice, thaea eemple eizae
vary from 119D - 124D for AFDC'a and 264 - 272 for AFDC-U'e.

anr selected cherectaristice, semple eizee mey very up to sixty
ssmple points due to missing dete,

¢pDifferencea batwean aeeistence cetegories ere etetietically
aignificent et the 1D percent level using e two—-teiled t-teet or chi-equsre

taet,

s2¢pifferencee betwaen eseistence cetegoriee ere stetietically
aignificant at tha 5 percant lLaval uaing a two-teilad t-test or chi~equera teet.

ss*pDifferencaa betwean aeeistence cetagoriee ara statiaticelly
aignificent at the 1 percent lLaval uaing a two-tailad t-teat or chi-squara teat.

-36-




Only 27 percent of the AFDC applicants in the San Diego program had
had their own welfare case for two years or more before random assignment,
but among Baltimore applicants, the figure was 36 percent, and among
recipients, T4 percent. The San Diego applicants had spent an average of
six months on welfare, compared to eight months for Baltimore applicants
and 19 months for recipients, Levels of previous employment were slightly
higher in Baltimore -- 61 percent of the AFDC applicants had held a job in
the year preceding random assignment compared to 51 percent in San Diego.

Baltimore Options' sample also consisted of AFDC-U's, who were
primarily applicants. It is not surprising, therefore, that this group
showed less previous dependency and more previous employment than the
Options! AFDC sample, Only 8.5 percent of the AFDC-U's had received
welfare for two years or more, and 51 percent had never received welfare
prior to sample enrollment. Almost 70 percent had held a Job in the year
preceding their sample entry, and 39 percent held a Job in the quarter
immediately preceding enrollment. Eighty-eight percent of the AFDC-U
sample were males. Two-thirds were white, with the remainder almost all
black. Ninety-four percent were married and living with a spouse,

Table 2.3 shows the differences between new mandatory applicants for
welfare and recipients who had recently becéome WIN-mandatory. Among
AFDC's, recipients had a much longer history of welfare receipt. On
average, in the two years before enrollment, they had spent 19 months on
the rolls, compared to eight months for applicants. Only 5 percent of the
AFDC recipients, but 23 percent of the applicants,5 had never had an AFDC
case of their own, ﬁhile less than 30 percent of the recipients had held a

Job in the year before enrollment, almost two-thirds of the applicants had




TABLE 2.3
BALTIMORE

SELECTEOD CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
ANO WELFARE STATUS '
{NOVEMBER 1862 — OECEMBER 1963 SAMPLE]

AFOC AFOC-U

Charecterietic Applicante Recipients |Applicente Recipients

Averege Age (Yeere) 33.4 30.4%%% 33 .1 32,5

Sex (%]
Mele 6.6%%%
Femele g3 4%%¢

Ethnicity (%]
White, Non-Hiepenic 25,3%%%
Bleck, Non—-Hiepenic 73.7%%%
Hispenic 0.3°
Other 0.7

Oegree Received [%]
None
Ganaral Equivalancy Diploma
High School Diplome

Meritel Stetue (%}
Never Merried ' 50.3%%¢%
Merried, Living With Spouse 6 5%%%
Merried, Not Living With Spouse 27 6e%%
Divorcad, Widowed 14,9%%%

Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFOC 5.,2%%%
Two Yaare or Lees 29,1%¢%
More Than Two Yeere 73,7%%¢

Averege Monthe on AFOC Ouring Two
Yeere Prior to Rendom Aseignmant 19.,4%¢¢ 9,288k

(continued)




TABLE 2.3 {continuad]

|

AFDC AFDC-U
Cherectsristic Applicenta Recipiente |Applicenta Recipiente
Hald Job at Any Time During Four
Querters Prior to Rendom
Aeeignment (%)° 81.1 27 %% 72.0 50.,0%%¢
Hald Job During Querter Prior
to Rendom Aeeignmant (%)° 4D .7 15.,8%%% 40 .4 31.D
Averege Earninge During Four Quartara
Prior to Rendom Aeeignmant [S]e 2577.19 641 ,2D*%*%* }3384.98 1287 .,62%%%*
Total Sampla® 1407 1416 307 a2

SDURCE: Celculetione from MDRC Client Informetion Sheets end Unemployment
Ineurenca earninge racorda:

NOTES: Distributione mey not edd exactly to 100.0 perceant beceues of
rounding.

aCBLcuLatad from Unamploymant Insuranca racorda from tha Stata of
Marylend.

b
For eelacted cheracteristice, eampla eizas may very up to twanty-
eight eample pointe due to miasing date,

cChi-equera taete ineppropriete due to Low expected cell fraquenciea,
*sepifferences betwaen epplicants end recipiente within en aaseistence

cetegory are etetieticelly eignificent et the 1 parcent Lavel ueing a two-teifled
t-teet or chi-equere tast,
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done so. The pattern for the AFDC-U sample was similar,

Because outcomes for the early group of enrollees (November 1982
through March 1983) are used to estimate longer-term program impacts, it is
important to see if these enrollees differ significantly from sample
members who enrolled later (April through December 1983). In fact, the two
groups were basically similar, However, among the AFDC group, there were
significant differences in the number of children younger than six and in
levels of previous welfare receipt. As noted in Table 2.4, 11 percent of
earlier enrollees but 15 percent of the later group had never received
welfare before random assigmment.

The pattern was different for AFDC-U's, More later enrollees had
received welfare for two or more years before random assigmment -- 12.2
percent compared to 4.4 percent for the early group. The later AFDC-U
group also had significantly less employment in the quarter before random

assignment -- 34 percent compared to 46 percent of the early entrants.

C. Data Sources
This report uses a number of different data sources to analyze the
flow of individuals through the program, to measure employment and welfare

outcomes and to estimate program benefits and costs. As indicated in Table
2.5, these sources provide varying lengths of follow-up, depending on the

sample member’s enrollment period. The sources are:

e C(Client Information Sheets (CIS) are MDRC forms that provide
data on enrollees’ demographic characteristies such as age,
ethnicity, family composition and educational attaimment, as
well as information on their welfare and employment histo-
ries. The data were collected and the forms filled out at the
point of random assignment. The data were then merged with
information on welfare receipt, employment and program parti-
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TABLE 2.4
8ALTIMORE

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANOOM ASSIGNMENT, 8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
AND PERIOO OF RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
(NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

|
AFOC AF0OC-U
Nov. 1982- April- Nov. 1882~ AprilL-

Cherecterietic Merch 1983 Dec, 1883 Merch 1883 0ec,1983
Wel fere Stetue (%)

Applicent 47 .9 51.0 87 .8 88 .1

Recipient 52.1 49 .0 12.2 11.9
Averege Age (Yeere) 31.6 32.0 33.6 32.5
Sex (%)

Mele 9.3 10.7 87 .8 88.0

Femsle 90.7 89.3 12.4 12.0
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hfiepenic 29.5 29.5 88.7 60,7

8leck, Non—Hiepenic 69,.8 69.0 28.8 38.8

Hiepenic 0.1 0.5 1.2 0.5°

Other 0.9 1.1 1.2 2,2°¢
Degree Recsived (%)

None ' 57 .4 55.7 85.8 57 .6

Generel Equivelency Oiplome 7.3 8.5 5.0 10.1

High School Oiplome 35.3 37.8 28.4 32.4
Meritsl Ststus (%)

Nevsr Msrried 41 .8 39.8 2.5 3.8

Merried, Living With Spouse 8.1 9.1 84.4 84.0

Merried, Not Living With Spouse 33.0 33.9 2.5 1.6°

Oivorced, Widowed 17 .41 17.2 0.6 0.5°
Prior AFOC Oependency (%)

Never on AFOC 11.4 15.4%8% 49,7 51 .4

Two Yeere or Lees 32.4 30.9 45.9 36 .4

More Then Two Yeers 56 .2 53.7 4.4 12.,2%*
Averege Monthe on AFOC Ourifg Two
Yeers Prior to Rendom Assignment 14,5 13.29%% 2.9 3.6

{continusd)
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TABLE 2.4 [continued)

1 [
AFDC AFOC-U

Nov. 1982- April- Nov. 1982~ April-
Cherecterietic Merch 1983 O0Oec. 1983 Merch 1983 Dec.1983
Held Job et Any Time Ouring Four
Querters Prior to Rendam
Aeeignment (%)° 43 .3 44.9 70.1 88.8
Held Job During Querter Prior
to Rendom Aseignment (%)° 27 .0 28.9 45.7 33,5¢%
Averege Eerninge Ouring Four Querterej 750.37 806 .26 1359.63 1214.37
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment (s)®
Averege Eerninge During Querter
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment (s)® 358.43 401 .25 790.94 606.58
Totel Semple® 1083 1780 164 185

SOURCE: Celculetione from MDRC Client Informetion Sheete end Unemployment
Ineurance eernfnge recorde,

NDTES: Oistributiane mey not edd exectly to 100.0 percent beceuee of
rounding.

aCelculeted from Unemployment Ineurence recaords from the Stete of
Merylend.

b
For selected cherecterietice, eemple eizes mey very up to twenty-five
eemple pointe due to miesing dete.

c
Chi-equere teet fneppropriete due to lLow expected cell frequenciee.
seDifferencee between periode of rendom eesignment within en eesietence
cetegory ere etetisticelly eignificent et the 5 percent level ueing e two-tefled
t-test or chi-squere test,
s2oDifferencee between periode of rendom eeeignment within en eesietance

cetegory aere aetetieticelly significent et the 1 percent Level using e two-teiled
t-teet or chi-equere teet,
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TABLE 2.5

BALTIMDRE

LENGTH OF AVAILABLE FOLLOW-UP 8Y DATA SDURCE AND PERIDD OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
(NDVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

Laet Data Date

Point et Which
Date Starta to

Length of Follow-Up By
Period of Rendom Asaignment

|
Novembar 1982-

April-

Date Source 1Are Aveileble | Bae Collactad Merch 1983 Dacamber 1983
ESARSa Progrsm Dacember 1984 Dates of Twanty-0Ona Twalva
Trecking | Random Monthe Monthe

Quarterly Employmant
and Eerninge b/c

Monthly Welfara
Grent d

Monthly Unemploymant
Inesuranca Banafits

TFourth Calan-

dar Querter
of 1984

Fabruary 1885

|Jenuary 1985

Asesignment

Four Quertera
Prior to
Random
Asaignment

Month of
Random
Asaignment

January 1883

1Seven Quartara

After
Random
Aseignmant

Twenty-Four
Montha

Twanty-Five
Montha

Four Quartera
Aftar
Random

Aseignmant

Fiftaean
Monthe

Sixtean
Months

NDTES:
Reporting System,

BESARS atende for the Merylend Employment Service Autometed

b
Employment and eernings date ere besad on Unemploymant Insurance
earnings recorde which report sarninge on & celender querter beeie.

cCelender quartar of rendom eeseignment ia not conesidared to be e
follow-up querter for employment and eaarningas for the Optione aveluation.

\
dThe firat month of follow-up for walfera grent peyments includes the
month in which sn individusl ie rendomly aessaignead.
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cipation in the final analysis file, Data quality was
generally good.6

() arvla State Unemployment surance arni ecords
provide measures of quarterly earnings reported by calendar
quarter: e.g., January, February and March; April, May and
June. These data were the best available source to measure
employment and earnings, but, as with most sources, they posed
some difficulties.

First, because of the reporting lags typical of the UI wage
reporting system, data were available for only five quarters
for the entire sample, Second, the use of quarterly data
meant that there were varying lengths of follow-up, depending
on whether an individual applied for welfare during the first,
second or third month of the calendar quarter., Third, even
for existing data, there could be some underreporting =-- for
example, because of employers failing to report earnings or
people moving out of state, Finally, in Maryland, employers
of agricultural workers on small farms and of domestic workers
paid less than $1,000 in a quarter (an occupational category
of relevance to this population) are not required to report
earnings to the UI system. Thus, UI data do not necessarily
cover all employment in the research sample.

Since all these factors should have affected experimental and
control group members equally, there is no reason to believe
they inflated employment and earnings outcomes for experi-
mentals relative to those of controls. Underreporting of UI
earnings can, however, affect findings on program costs
relative to benefits,7

e AFDC records supply information on monthly AFDC grants obtain-
ed directly from the state. This study uses data on the
amount of the basic AFDC grant as well as data on the amdunt
of supplemental payments, There are no data on sample
members' receipt of Food Stamps and Medicaid.

Because UI data are reported by quarter, MDRC aggregated
monthly AFDC data by three-month periods, where the first
month of the first quarter of follow-up was the month of
enrollment. For the first group of entrants (November 1982 =
March 1983), there are eight quarters of follow-up for AFDC
payments. For the entire sample including the April -
December 1983 entrants, there are five quarters of AFDC
follow-up.

When AFDC data are matched to CIS and UI data, some inaccur-
acies, due either to incomplete data entry or inability to
match records,  can be expected. Yet this source of error
should not differ across research groups and should therefore
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not be a source of bias for the impact estimates. Further-
more, there were very few instances in which errors resulted
in inability to match welfare records to other r’ecor-ds.9

mploymen ervices tomate eport System) pro-
vides information on program participation and deregistration.
Tnhe ESARS system does not cover information on assignment to
activities and measures participation as attending three days
of the activity, Thus, it is not possible to distinguish
between those who dropped out on the fourth day of an activity
and those who completed it 10

The four main data sources were supplemented by two smaller
studies using small subsamples of the research sample:

Worksite study. A subset of enrollees who participated in
work experience between June 1983 and April 1984 and their
supervisors were interviewed by a Maryland-based MDRC field
researcher who used a standardized survey instrument. Inter-
views lasted about 45 minutes for participants and almost an
hour for supervisors. Responses from 54 participants and
their supervisors were tabulated. Of the 54 interviews, 38
were conducted in Baltimore and 16 in Wicomico County.

Case File Study. This study, administered by MDRC in
Baltimore, examined a random subsample of T6 AFDC and AFDC-U

cases, who were randomly assigned between January and March
1983, registered with Options within three months of random
assigmment and were not immediately assigned to a long-term
holding status, The purpose of this study was to obtain a
broad range of information on the program experiences of
sample members: their assignment to activities; noncompl iance,

if any; staff follow-up of noncompliance, and the results of
this follow-up,
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CHAPTER 3

VIRONMENT O VA 0

The central question of the impact evaluation is: What has the
Bal timore Options Program accomplished? Put another way: How much d4id it
influence and change the work and welfare behavior of the people exposed to
it? To answer this question, it is first necessary to understand what
would have happened to these individuals without the special provision of
Options Program activities.

This chapter will place Options operations in the context of recent
Maryland welfare policy, state and federal eligibility regulations, and
norma1 AFDC and AFDC-U caseload behavior. The chapter begins by defining
the two important subgroups of the Options research sample: AFDC appli-
cants to welfare,'classified mandatory; and AFDC welfare recipients, newly
determined mandatory., It will then provide some necessary details on the
process of registration and deregistration -- and the relationship of the
two to a person's tenure on welfare. The chapter concludes by tracing the
typical mix of work and welfare among AFDC applicants and recipients, as
well as the AFDC-U's, in the absence of Options Program services (i.e., the
behavior of control group members). This sets the standard against which

the participants' performance and the impacts of the Options Program are

Jjudged.

A. The Caseload: Applicants and Recipients.

Total AFDC and AFDC-U grant expenditures in Maryland amounted to $208



million in fiscal year 1984, $7.6 million of which was directed to AFDC-U
recipients.1 Some 59 percent of the state's AFDC and AFDC-U cases reside
in Baltimore, but not all of the city's caseload is subject to participa-
tion in Options activities. For example, at any one time, about 60 percent
of the AFDC case heads can claim exemption from mandatory WIN status
because they have a child less than six years of age,2 and some other
exemptions are also permitted, Moreover, Options’ capacity, 1,000 program
slots per year, limited the number the program would serve.,

The principal, if obvious, difference between applicants and recipi-
ents stems from their grant status. Recipients already receive welfare
when they register in the Optipns Program; applicants do not, and some will
never be approved for welfare simply because they do not meet state and
federal AFDC eligibility guidelines. Equally important, recipients are
often in the midst of a long spell of welfare receipt, whereas approved
applicants are only beginning a spell, Many applicants are "short
stayers;" even without special employability services, they will leave the
rolls within a year or two. But there are fewer short stayers among
recipients in general and particularly among the group of vrecipients
eligible for Options, who were newly determined mandatory because their
youngest child had recently turned six. The recipient sample contains a
larger proportion than the applicant sample of individuals who will be
dependént on welfare for an extended period of time.

Consequently, applicants and recipients in this analysis are two quite
separate and distinet subgroups of program registrants.3 Each has differ-
ent demographic characteristics and histories of welfare and work, and each

may thus be affected in quite different ways by the program. The separate
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analysis of Options' effects on applicants and recipients will be a major
theme of this study, and, wherever warranted and feasible, findings for the

two samples will be presented separately and compared.

B. Benefit lLevels and OBRA Eligibility Rules

Two factors were important in shaping welfare and employment patterns
in Baltimore during the evaluation., First, benefit levels were near the

median for the nation as a whole., During the period of sample bulld-up

(1982 and 1983), Maryland’s maximum grant payment for a four-person family

ranked 30th in the nation."' Under the regulations in effect on October 1,
1982, a mother with one child could receive a maximuﬁ monthly payment of
$230. Three children brought the payment to a maximum of $355. The
national averages for these family sizes in 1982 were $266 and $378,
respectively, To put this in context, a minimum-wage job at 35 hours per
week would yield $508 per month, Thus, maximum welfare grants did not
approach the earnings that could be generated by full-time employment, even
at low wages,

Second, the state standard of need was about 25 percent higher than
the maximum grant level, This is important because federal law enacted

under OBRA based AFDC eligibility in part on each state’s standard of need.

Under OBRA, only families with incomes under 150 percent of a state's
standard of need were eligible for aid. Thus, in Maryland, some earnings
were allowed for an AFDC recipient before automatic case closure, but the
leeway was less than in states with higher need standards. For example,
heads of one-child families who worked full-time in Maryland, even at the

minimum wage, would become ineligible, but some part-time low-wage workers




might still collect welfare, especially since their grant reductions could
be partially offset by deductions from gross earnings for work-related
expenses and child care.

The benefit level, standard of need and OBRA eligibility regulations
all interact with local labor market conditions to determine the character
of an area's AFDC caseload, Thus, in Baltimore, one might expect to find a
sizable portion who have worked in the past and are capable of obtaining
empl oyment without special assistance. In fact, among AFDC applicants in
the Options impact sample, 61.4 percent recorded some UI earnings during
the year before entering Options. Yet, even with this work record, more
than 90 percent of the applicant sample qualified for and received some
welfare payments during the follow-up period. Some may have interspersed
periods of employment with episodes of welfare, and a small fraction worked
and received welfare at the same time, Among AFDC recipients 1in the
Options sample, the year-prior employment rate was 27.8 percent, lower
because of that subgroup's greater dependency, but still suggesting an
appreciable mix of work and welfare over time.

For AFDC-U's (two-parent heads and mostly male), the year-prior
employment rate was 69.4 percent. But opportunities for combining work and
welfare are much more restricted for this assistance category. Al though
the "tax rate" on earnings for AFDC-U's is statutorily the same as for
AFDC's, child-care deductions from gross earnings for working heads of
two-parent cases are in practice much less than for working single parents.
In addition, under OBRA rules, AFDC-U case heads become ineligible if they
work more than 100 hours a month., Sanctioning can also affect the receipt

of welfare, since the penalty is complete case closure, (For AFDC's, only
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the case head's needs are removed from the grant for the sanction period.)

Two important conclusions can be drawn. First, the research sample
and the caseload in general will have a high proportion of case heads with
some work history and with recent employment., Moreover, the standard of
need and maximum grant levels in Baltimore are high enough so that some
AFDC case heads will be able to supplement their own earnings with welfare
benefits, This leads to the second conclusion: any gains in employment
achieved for the AFDC's by the Options Program may only be weakly linked to
case closings. The link is, however, expected to be stronger for AFDC-U's,
owing to the rule differences.

Moderately high AFDC employment rates, even for controls, and a loose
connection between gains in employment and welfare savings, are expecta-
tions confirmed by the findings in this report. The tighter link between
employment and welfare reductions for the AFDC-U's could not be confirmed
because the AFDC-U sample is too small to yield reliable estimates of

employment gains, It is, however, fair to say that the nature and

effectiveness of the Baltimore Options Program has been conditioned by

state and national welfare rules and should therefore be judged against
this statutory background. In another state with a different benefit level

and standard of need, or in a pre-OBRA environment, a similar program model

could produce different results,

C. udgi rogram "Successt"

1. Deregistration

As explained above, program registration and participation need not

coincide with the start of welfare. Conversely, departure from a program,




formally called deregistration, does not necessarily imply exit from
welfare, This section will discuss reasons for program deregistration and
the extent to which deregistration rates can be used to Jjudge program
effectiveness,

When Options staff learn of a registrant's employment, they record
that fact as a placement, a positive outcome, The case is referred back to
the Income Maintenance office for a recalculation of the grant based on the
new earnings level, Should the extra income result in a case closure,
Options staff are notified and will remove the person from the list of
registrants, (Deregistration can also occur because of sanctioning for
failure to comply with program requirements.)

Despite a not infrequent connection between the three factors =-
employment, case closure and deregistration =-- the deregistration rate
itself is an imperfect measure of operational effectiveness. For one,
deregistration does not always mean employment, or a case closure, or a
grant payment stopped. 1In fact, national studies show that most exits from
welfare are not caused by employment.® Birth of a child or the return to a
parent of a young child who has been living elsewhere removes WIN-mandatory
status, accounting for many deregistrations. Marriage and remarriage also
cause many departures,

Thus, because large numbers of deregistrations occur for reasons not
connected with the services and best efforts of an employment program,
these rates should not be used as measures of program effectiveness. On
the other hand, the deregistration rate does not pick up some of the

positive outcomes that the program does achieve. Registrants who are

placed by program staff, but at jobs paying too little to allow them to




leave welfare, are not deregistered.

2. Caseload Turnover

As noted at the outset, to understand the Options Program's achieve-
ments, it is necessary to understand what individuals do in the absence of
the program. While measurement of behavior for individuals registered in
Options is straightforward -- participation levels, employment and welfare
experiences can be recorded -- it is more difficult to determine what their
behavior would have been had they not had the opportunity to participate.
The first important task of the analyst, then, is to establish a proper
behavioral benchmark against which to assess outcomes for the Options
Program sample,

Establishing a valid standard for comparison is made particularly

difficult by the presence of normal caseload turnover, It is well known

that many recipients leave welfare without special intervention c¢f any
kind, Many people find jobs independently of program services; they marry
or remarry, move out of state, or obtain child support through the courts
or extra income from family members. Additionally, when the youngest child
turns 18, a family becomes ineligible for support. Taken together, these
various kinds of "normal exits" create caseload turnover, whereby fairly
large proportions of people leave welfare each month,

These patterns of welfare egress invalidate certain measures of
program performance in judging real program accomplishments, For example,
the number of case closings can overstate a program's success: much of what
the program seemed to accomplish would have happened anyway. Similarly,
placement rates may not be too helpful because some placements recorded by

staff may be jobs found without program assistance. The problem of




evaluating service programs for welfare applicants is especially acute
because normal turnover is greatest for individuals who have been in the
welfare system for only a short period of time.

One choice for a standard would be a typical group of people who are
eligible to receive program services but do not. This was the case in this
study, where a control group was selected at random from among applicants
to and recipients of welfare who were determined mandatory during the
research enrollment period lasting from November 1982 through December
1983. These control group members were referred to regular WIN Demonstra-
tion Program services instead of the Options Program, The process of
randomization was such that each person being considered for Options stood
a 50 percent chance of being assigned to the program and a 50 percent
chance of being assigned to WIN. Controls could not subsequently
participate in Options during the course of the experiment.

The fact that controls were selected randomly makes them similar as a
group to individuals who were offered Options services. That they received
only WIN services implies that their behavior should mirror closely that of
the Options registrants in the absence of the program, In particular,
their subsequent rates of employmént and welfare exit should represent the
.nor-m for that portion of Baltimore's AFDC population who were assigned to
the Options Program. Thus, the control group -- chosen at random and
removed from the sequence of Options Program activities -- provides the
standard, or baseline, aga.inst which to compare the performance of the
program group, and these comparisons will produce estimates of program
impact that automat?ically take natural employment and caseload turnover

into account, The rest of this chapter discusses the magnitude of the




empl oyment and the caseload turnover that typically occurs in the caseload
of people receiving WIN service in Baltimore, factors which are netted out
of the impact estimates,

Figure 3.1 depicts normal caseload turnover for control group members
in the AFDC applicant, AFDC recipient, and AFDC-U subgroups., (AFDC-U's are
nearly all applicants, so that group is not divided into subgroups.) The
pies in the figure show the proportion of controls in each subgroup who
were receiving welfare at the start of their second year after
registration, They also show the proportion employed and what proportion
of those employed were still receiving welfare, Two small areas in the
circles are reserved for individuals who never received welfare payments
during the 15-month follow-up. (Table 3.1 presents the same statistics in
tabular form as well as the employment rates for the groups who were and
were not receiving welfare.)

Several important points emerge from an inspection of this figure and
the accompanying table. First, when the AFDC applicant pie is considered,
it is clear that two groups of individuals were able to leave the welfare
system without special employability services., One group 1is the 31.7
percent of controls who did get approved for welfare but were not receiving
assistance at the fifth quarter. Since none of this group had ever taken
part in Options Program activities, this figure represents natural caseload
turnover: i,e., people receiving, then leaving welfare without any special
services, Another 7.3 percent. of controls never received any welfare at
all; a similar small group, of experimentals, if they registered for
Options, were also probably deregistered as 1ineligible. Thus, the

unassisted departure from welfare of these two groups of controls implies
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FIGURE 3.l

BALTIMORE

AFDC AND AFDC-U CONTROLS: EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT
AT THE FIFTH QUARTER OF POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP

AFDC APPLICANTS

66. 1%

AFDC RECIPIENTS

STATUS IN QUARTER 5

@ NO WELFARE QUARTERS 1-5, NOT EMPLOYED
. NO WELFARE QUARTERS 1-S, EMPLOYED
ALL AFDC-U EVER RECEIVED WELFARE IN QUARTERS 1-5:

OFF WELFARE BY QUARTER S5, NOT EMPLOYED

OFF WELFARE BY QUARTER 5, EMPLOYED

T (D = . STILL RECEIVING WELFARE QUARTER 5, NOT EMPLOYED

STILL RECEIVING WELFARE QUARTER 5, EMPLOYED




TAGBLE 3.1

AFOC ANO AFDC-U CONTROLS: EMPLOYMENT ANO WELFARE STATUS
AT THE FIFTH QUARTER OF POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP
{NOVEMBER 1982 - ODECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE}

Employment Stetue in Querter Five

Aseietence Cetegor
And Welfere Stetue Not Employed Employed Totel

AFOC Applicents (%]}
Never Received Welfere in Quertere 1-5
Ever Received Welfere in Quertere 1-5

0ff Welfere by Querter 5 31.7
S§till Receiving Welfere in Querter 5§ 61.0

Totel 100.0( N=702}
AFOC Recipiente (%)
Never Received Welfere in Quertere 1-5
Ever Received Welfere in Querters 1-5

Off Wel fere by Querter 5 7 14.1
Still Receiving Welfere in Querter § 63.4

Totel 100,0( N=670]}
AlLL AFOC-U (%}
Never Received Wel fere in Quertere 1-5
Ever Received Welfere in Querters 1-5

0ff Welfere by Querter 5 50.7
Still Receiving Welfere in Querter 5 _ 40.6

Totel 100,0(N=171}

SOURCE: MORC celculetione from Stete of Meryland walfara and Unemployment
Insurence recorde,

NOTES: Theee dete ere regreeeion-edjusted ueing ordinery Leeet equeree,
controlling for pre-enrollment cherecterietice of eemple membere. There mey be

eome diecrepencies in celculeting eume end differencee due to rounding.

Numbere in perentheeee indicete eemple eizee.

eMonthly wel fere dete, which count the month of rendom eeeignment
ee "month one," were regrouped into quertere thet exectly metch UI eerninge
quertere, Percentegee receiving welfere will therefore not precieely metch
other text teblee,

A two-teiled t-teet wee epplied to differencee between
Experimentel end Control groupe, Stetieticel eignificence levele ere indiceted
ee: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; **#%* = 4 percent, The dietributed
differencee ere not, however, etrictly independent,
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that an equal proportion of deregistrations and case closings (39.0 percent
altogether) must be discounted when judging the performance of the Options
Program,

This was in fact done, because, to estimate Options impacts, the
welfare receipt rate of controls is deducted from the welfare receipt rate
of people in Options., A corresponding subtraction for employment rates
accounts for the 38.1 percent of the applicant controls who found jobs
without Options (as seen in Figure 3,1 and Table 3.1).

A similar kind of natural turnover and unassisted employment occurs
for AFDC recipients., The pie for that group shows that 14.1 percent of
AFDC recipieht controls received some welfare initially but were off the
rolls a year later, Although this rate of turnover is less than half that
of the AFDC applicants, failure to account for it would overest;mate the
program’s effectiveness in reducing welfare dependency. Again, the use of
controls as a standard of comparison for recipients assigned to Options
corrects for this natural turnover,

Turnover for AFDC-U's was the highest of all, Because nearly all of
the AFDC-U's are applicants, their behavior might be expected to resemble
that of the AFDC applicants. Yet, despite the fact that nearly as many
AFDC~U's as AFDC applicants received some welfdre, more AFDC-U's were off
the rolls by the start of the second year: 61.0 percent of AFDC applicants
received some welfare payment in the fifth quarter, but only 40.6 percent

of the AFDC-U's did so.

The experience of control group members also demonstrates that working

is associated with lower wel fare, but that the short-run connection between

empl oyment and welfare receipt is not a rigid one and varies by subgroup.




To show this, computations (not shown in the table) were performed to
determine the proportion of controls who were employed in quarter five and

also received welfare in the month after that quarter, These computations

showed a strong negative relationship between work and welfare for the
AFDC-U's: only 22.4 percent of the AFDC-U's employed in the fifth quarter
received any welfare in the month following. Among AFDC applicants, 27.T
percent of those employed received some welfare the next month. The 61.7
percent rate for employed AFDC recipients was much higher than the rate for
the other two categories,

One firal point is worth underscoring. Employment rates for all
members of the total sample (AFDC-U's as well as the AFDC's) who were not
receiving welfare at any time during quarter five were about double the
employment rates of persons still receiving assistance. Yet working was by
no means the only route off welfare for this sample, Between 40 and 50
percent of the AFDC controls who started on welfare and then left it were
not working when they did get off, Even for AFDC-U's, that proportion was
more than a third. This suggests that any global strategy for increasing
the self-sufficiency of the welfare population must take into account the
fact that there will be many exits from public assistance that are not

associated with a person's own employment.




CHAPTER 4

RNS O TIC 0

In this chapter, the extent to which eligible enrollees participated
in the Baltimore Options Program is considered. As noted earlier, Options
was funded at a level that would permit all individuals whom staff deemed
appropriate to take part in employment-related activities. This was 1in
marked contrast to the traditional WIN Program, which, although it required
the registration of all mandatory welfare applicants and recipients, could
- place only a small proportion in program activities primarily because of
funding constraints, Both central Employment Initiatives planners and the
Office of Manpower Resources anticipated that most Options Program
enrollees would participate, although they did not expect participation to
be universal; indeed, they hoped to 1learn from the Options Program
operating experience what level of participation could be reasonably
expected,

Evidence from the first report suggested that Options' participation
far surpassed that in the WIN Demonstration Program operating in areas not
served by Options, That report found that 34 percent of experimentals
studied in the early Options sample -~ 43 percent of those registered with
the program -- had taken part in a program activity within three months of
random assignment., During the same period, under 2 percent of the controls
assigned to the WIN Demonstration Program participated in an active

component,

Three key elements in the participation analysis differ in this
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report: the enrollee sample, the length of follow-up and the analysis
strategy. The first report was confined to examining the participation of
early enrollees (those entering the program between its inception in
November 15, 1982 and the cut-off date of March 31, 1983). This report
looks at a larger sample of individuals who entered the program over a
longer time span =-- from its inception through December 1983. The
participation patterns of this sample are therefore more likely to yield an
accurate picture of program performance.

Second, not only are these sample members drawn from a longer enroll-
ment period, they are also tracked for a greater length of time. In order
to produce the first report in a timely fashion, it was necessary to
restrict the follow-up to three months, In this participation analysis,
the majority of sample members are tracked for 12 months after program
entry, while the early enrollees (those entering the program through
December 1982) are followed for a full 24 months., This extended follow-up
is particularly important given the open-ended nature of Options and the
lengthy duration of many components,

Third, this participation analysis not only extends the analysis
contained in the previous report, it moves beyond that to answer additional

questions, It uses several measures of participation rather than one, and

seeks to gauge the intensity of program participation. It looks at parti-

cipation status at several points in time, and it also considers how the

program dealt with people who did not fulfill the participation

requirement.




A. verall dicators of Participation: erimentals vs ontrols
As in the earlier report, the first important question is:

e What proportion of sample enrollees ever participated in the
Options and WIN Programs?

Table 4.1 presents several indicators of the performance of the two
research groups. The table shows that controls registered for WIN at a
slightly higher rate than experimentals did for Options (87.7 vs. 84.9
percent, respectively). It is likely that the drop-off between random

assignment and registration for both groups reflects, among other things,

the fact that not all people who apply for assistance are accepted for

wel fare, Individuals who did not believe that they were going to be
approved for assistance may not have bothered to register with either
Options or WIN.

There were also small but statistically significant differences in the
rates at which experimentals and controls found or were placed in employ-
ment, and were deregistered from, or left, their respective programs.
Within the 12-month follow-up period, 16.5 percent of the experimental
sample was noted as having been placed in jobs, compared to 11.5 percent of
the control group. During the same period, 42.7 percent of the
experimentals were deregistered from Options, while 46.6 percent of the
controls were deregistered from WIN.

It should be noted, however, that while employment programs frequently
use placement rates to gauge success, these rates should be viewed with

caution since they reflect only employment that comes to the attention of




TABLE 4.1
8ALTIMORE
TWELVE-MONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE,

8Y RESEARCH GROUP
{NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 AFOC AND AFOC-U SAMPLE)

Performence Indicatora Experimental Control
Registretion Rate" 84.9 87.7%%
Participation Rate

Any Active Componant 44,5 3.4%%¢

b

Job Search c 25.0 2.0%%s

Work Experience d 17 .0 ND.7%%¢

Education and Training 16.6 1.0%%%
Placement Rete 16.5 11.5%=2
Oeragietretion Rate 42.7 46 ,8%**
Semple Size 15686 1604

SOURCE: Calculations from tha Maryland Employmant Sarvice Automatad
Raporting Syatam,

NOTES: ALl performence indicetore ers calculetad aes e percantaga of the
total numbar of individuals in the indiceted reeeesrch group.

Perticipetion ia defined as attending eny activity for at Leeat
three deye,

a
Registretion rete refers to the percent of experimenels who regis-—
tered with Optione end the percent of controls who registered with WIN,

b
Job Saarch inctudea Individual Job Saarch and Group Job Saarch.

c

Work Experience inctudas WIN Work Experienca, Jobe Plus I {which
alao includad a job aaarch component), Public Sector Work Experience end
On-tha-Job Training.

dEducation end Treining includee Herbor City Leerning, the
Leerning Center, Ctesercom Skiltls Treining, skille treining beeed on individuet
referrele, the World of Work end generel inetitutionel training outside the
progrem,

*20ifferencee between experimentete end controle are etetiatically
significent at the 5 percent level ueing e chi-equere test,

*320ifferencea betwean experimentala and controla are atatiaticelly
aignificant et the 91 percant Leval using a chi-equere teet,
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and is recorded by program staff, These rates of reported empl oyment are
considerably 1lower than the rates presented 1in Chapter 5, where
Unempl oyment Insurance records are used as the more accurate source of
employment for both the experimental and control groups.

The really striking difference between experimentals and controls lies
in their rates of participation in active components: .44.5 percent of the
experimental sample, but only 3.4 percent of the controls, were active
within 12 months of random assignment. Thus, experimentals assigned to
Options were far more likely than their WIN counterparts ever to partici-
pate in a formal program activity -- job search, work experience, education
or training,

In Table 4.1, the reference group is the total number of experimentals
and controls, However, since a program cannot serve those who fail to
register, the tables in the rest of this chapter will use as their base the
number of Options or WIN registrants rather than all experimentals and
controls in order to gauge performance more fairly, Table 4.2 therefore
resembles Table 4,1, except that the percentages are based on the number of
persons who registered within three months of random assignment., This

table discloses that 52.7 percent of all experimental registrants and 3.7

percent of control regisprants were active in Options or WIN within 12

months,

1. HIN Services

These data should not be taken to indicate that controls in the
regular WIN Demonstration Program received no services at all, but rather
that, for the most part, services were not delivered in the form of

structured components, As noted in Chapter 1, funding for WIN staff and




TABLE 4.2
B8ALTIMORE

TWELVE-MONTH PERFORMANCE INOICATORS FOR REGISTRANTS, BY RESEARCH GROUP
(NOVEMBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1983 AFDOC ANO AFOC-U SAMPLE]

Performence Indicators Experimantal Control
Perticipation Rata
Any Active Componant 52.7 3,7%%¢
a
Job Seerch b 29,8 2.3%%x
Work Experiance c 20.8 0.Be%=
Education end Training 19.7 0,9%%=
Plecement Rete 1B8.2 12,4%%%
Oeregiatretion Rate 45.4 49 .8%**
Sampla Size 1284 1355

SOURCE: Celculetions from the Marylend Employment Service Autometed
Reporting System.

NOTES: All performenca indicetora ere celculatad as e percaentege of the
total number of persona in the indicetad resaerch group who registered within
thrae monthe of random eesaignment,

Participetion ia definad aa ettending eny ectivity for at laaat
three deys,

aJob Saarch includea Individual Job Saarch and Group Job Search,

b
Work Exparianca includea WIN Work Exparianca, Joba Plua I (which

eleo included @ job eeerch component), Public Sector Work Experience end
On—-the—-Job Training.

cEducation end Treining includes Herbor City Leerning, the
Leerning Center, Cleseroom Skills Treining, skills training based on individual
referrels, the World of Work end genaeral inetitutionel treining outside the
program,

*3Diffarancas batwaan axparimantala and controls ara atatistically
significent et tha § percant lLaval ueing a chi-equare teest,

**%0ifferances baetwean experimantals end controla aera atetiesticelly
eignificent at the 1 percent lLevel using a chi-aquere test,
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activities in Baltimore had been substantially reduced. Group job search
operated at a minimal level until mid-August 1983 and was thereafter
discontinued; only a handful of WIN registrants were assigned to work
experience or training,

However, WIN registrants judged "job-ready," if they were not engaged
in a formal WIN activity, did receive some assistance, although it was
usually not structured. Many were assigned to a short-term holding status,
known in WIN parlance as Other WIN Non-Component Activity, or OWNCA, Data
not presented in the table indicate that 77 percent of control group
registrants were in OWNCA at some time during the 12-month follow-up.
While in this status, they were expected to report to the WIN office on a
monthly basis., There, counselors referred them, on occasion, to GED and
training programs, as well as, whenever possible, to job openings obtained
from WIN's job developers, the newspapers or the state employment service.
It is not known, however, how many people followed through on these
referrals,

Thus, when the impact findings on Options participation are examined
later in this report, it will be important to remember that the control
group was not a no-treatment group. Controls did receive some services,
and, to a greater extent than was true in Options, these were largely
directed toward immediate job placement, rather than longer-term employa-
bility development.

2. Options Services

The data in Table 4,2 suggest that Options delivered a variety of

services to the target population, Overall, Job search was the most

frequently used component: about 30 percent of all registrants participated
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in this activity compared to approximately 20 percent in work experience
and education and training. Because registrants could participate in more
than one component, the proportions of those active in each component add
up to a higher figure than the 52.7 percent active overall, indicating that
in fact some people did take part in more than one activity., This topic is
considered at greater length later in this chapter,

As noted earlier, Options guidelines call for most individuals to
participate in some kind of job search during their program stay, but not
necessarily as their initial activity. The table shows that 29.6 percent
of all registrants did take part in job search activities, About half
participated in group job search workshops, ﬁhile half conducted individual
job searches on their own, In fact, the 29.6 percent figure understates
the actual proportion of people who received such assistance, since it does
not include direct referral and placement by staff nor less structured
efforts conducted by registrants not in program components.

Activities formally categorized as job search varied in duration.
Initially, group job search workshops lasted for three weeks, but staff
regarded this as inadequate, and a new component lasting two months was
introduced. Individual job search was indefinite in length.

As described earlier, the definition of ‘'"participation" in this
analysis is not a stringent one: individuals were counted as active if they
participated in an activity only three times, Thus, a participation rate
of 30 percent conveys only a very rough idea of how active people really
were, Data collected for the benefit-cost analysis show that individuals
who went into job search spent an average of five and one~half weeks in

group job search and 15 weeks in individual Jjob search,
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Grouped together in Table 4.2 under the category called "work
experience" are several different activities: WIN and Public Sector Work
Experience (identical in structure), Jobs Plus I, and on-the-job training.
WIN and Public Sector Work Experience required participation in an unpaid
work position for 40 hours a week for up to 13 weeks; individuals could, if
they chose, be assigned to this activity a second time. Jobs Plus I
combined both work experience and job search, but was classified as work
experience because participants spent most of their time at the worksites.
Data from the benefit-cost study indicate that Options registrants who took
part in these kinds of work experience activities did so for an average of
16 weeks. A small proportion of sample members were also placed in private
businesses in on-the-job training, where duration varied according to the
level of skills needed for the position. On average, participants spent
almost 10 weeks in on-the-job training.

About one-fifth of enrollees participated in "education and training, ®
a broad category that includes classes designed to introduce individuals to
the world-of-work and employers' expectations, tutoring, instruction in the
basic skills, preparatory classes for the General Equivalency Diploma
tests, and classroom-based occupational skills training. World-of-work and
educational activities are usually conducted by various OMR units, while
skills training is provided by outside agencies under subcontract to OMR.
If individuals participating in world-of-work classes are excluded from the
total, it appears that about 14 percent were engaged in activities designed
to improve long-term employability.

Education and training activities varied in length, ranging from one

or two weeks in the world-of-work sessions to 18 months in some training




programs. Length of stay in the education and training activities other

than world-of-work or tutoring averaged almost 19 weeks,

B, he Nature and Intensity of Participation: =Month ator

In this section, several issues related to participation are explored
in turn: how individuals were assigned to components; whether the nature
of assignments changed over the course of the program; and whether parti-
cipation was an ongoing requirement.

1. Participant Characteristies and Assignment Decisions.

The first question is a particularly important one in assessing
whether the Options Program individual ized services for its enrollees:

e How, and on what bases, were people assigned to various
components?

The effort to individualize services began with a detailed assessment
process, Upon registration with the program, individuals immediately took
a battery of tests that attempted to determine their verbal and mathemati-
cal abilities. Afterwards, each enrollee met with an intake and assessment
counselor who, in the process of filling out numerous program forms,
learned a good deal about the enrollee's educational and employment back-
ground, attitudes, skills, goals and barriers to employment.

All of this information guided the counselor in deciding whether thel
individual should be placed in a holding status, or instead assigned to a
program activity, and if so, to which one. The counselor described the
various program activities and asked the enrollee about preferences which,
when they differed from those of the counselor, were still taken into

account. The frequency with which enrollee and counselor disagreed is not



clear, especially since the counselor sometimes tailored the description of
program activities to make the preferred component sound particularly
appealing, The staff's effort to gain registrants' éoncurrence and
cooperation -- in sum, to introduce a voluntary element into a mandétor'y
program -- is, however, notable,

Assignment data for program activities (as opposed to participation
data) were not routinely collected this report., However, analysis of a
small sample of cases examined as part of a special study suggests that
everyone was assigned to some category -- either an active component or a
holding status. Of the 102 cases sampled, 70O were assigned to an active
component either immediately or after being placed in short-term holding,
while the other 32 were placed in long-term holding.

Al though intake counselors exercised considerable discretion in making
their assignment decisions, that discretion tended to be channeled in fair-
ly predictable ways, Thus, enrollees were likely to be placed in long-term
holding status and deferred from participation if they were already attend-
ing a school or training program full-time, were working part-time, or had
medical problems undisclosed at the time they were determined to be
WIN-mandatory,

It is ?oteworthy that, under traditional WIN regulations, health
problems confer an exemption, but part-time employment and attendance in
school or a training program do not. The Options policy of granting
deferrals was a change in keeping with the program's emphasis on long=-term
employability development. It also reflected the staff's belief that if ;
registrant's nonprogram activity demonstrated an ultimate commitment to

working, the program should not instead require enrollment in an "official"




program component, (In this guideline, Options was more lenient than some
other mandatory employment programs,) Program staff did keep track of
registrants in a holding status, however, and as personal situations
changed, these people could be required to take part in program activities.

Staff also adopted fairly broad guidelines in assigning individuals to
program activities. For example, job search was only considered
appropriate if counselors believed registrants had acquired enough
education and/or work experience (usually at least one year) to be able to
find employment, To be placed in occupational skills or on-the-job
training, enrollees usually had to have a high school diploma or its
equivalent and often had to meet additional requirements imposed by
classroom training providers or private employers, The criteria for an
assignment to work experience were more fluid, Wwhile the activity was
designed for those with sporadic job histories, it was also seen as suit-
able for persons interested in changing careers, In addition, registrants
could be assigned to work experience simply because other components seemed

unsuitable,

The data in Table 4.3 confirm that the individuals who participated in

the various components did have different histories of work and education,
as well as demographic characteristies. The table shows rates of
participation in key Options components for several subgroups whose
characteristics and backgrounds were described in Chapter 2. The AFDC and
AFDC-U assistance categories are distinguished, and within each category,
applicants are separated from recipients.

Overall participation rates in the program were strikingly similar

among all subgroups. This is of particular note because the deregistration
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rates of the subgroups differed markedly: applicants in both categories
were more likely to be deregistered than recipients, and AFDC-U registrants
were more likely to be deregistered than those on AFDC.

Two factors probably explain the higher deregistration rate of appli-
cants., First, it appears that 8 percent of these individuals were never
approved for welfare, as indicated by the fact that they never received
assistance throughout the follow-up period. Second, as Chapter 2
indicated, recipients had less prior employment experience than applicants,
as well as greater prior welfare receipt; it would therefore not be
surprising if they remaiped on welfare longer than the approved applicants.
In partial confirmation of this point, within the AFDC sample, applicants
were more likely to be notéd as placed in employment, although the
difference is not statistically significant. The reverse was true for
AFDC-U enrollees, among whom more recipients than applicants were recorded
as placed., However, as discussed below, the rate was still considerably
higher than the placement rates reported for AFDC's, even the applicants,
(The small number of AFDC-U recipients in the sample, it should be
remembered, makes it hard to generalize about this group of individuals.,)

The different deregistration rates of the AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees
can be accounted for in part by the fact that applicants far outnumbered
recipients in the AFDC-U category as a whole, Additionally, however,
AFDC-U applicants and recipients were each more likely to be deregistered
than their counterparts on AFDC, a finding that accords with the higher
reported placement rates for that group. The relationship between
participation and deregistration is discussed at greater length later in

this chapter,
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While, as just noted, overall participation rates were similar, the
subgroups differed in the extent to which they participated in certain
components. Within the AFDC category, applicants for welfare were more
likely to participate in job search and were less likely to be found in
work experience or education and training than were recipients, as would be
expected given the more extensive employment histories of applicants. In
contrast, there were no significant differences between AFDC-U applicants
and recipients. Almost equal proportions of each took part in job search.

There could be two reasons for this pattern. First, while AFDC-U
applicants and recipients differed in many ways, AFDC-U recipients
appeared, as a group, to have important labor market assets when compared
to recipients of AFDC. Half of the AFDC-U's but only 27 percent of the
AFDC recipients, had worked in the year prior to random assignment; con-
versely, three-quarters of the AFDC recipients, but only 28 percent of
these on AFDC-U, had received welfare for two years or more. Program staff
apparently considered AFDC-U recipients to be just as suitable for job
search as the AFDC-U applicants. Second, the small number of AFDC-U
recipients in the sample means that differences between the subgroups may
Just not have been evident; these differences would be difficult td detect
unless they were large,

Applicants to both AFDC and AFDC-U were far more likely to be placed
in job search than the other components. Within the recipient group, those
on AFDC were less likely to be placed in job search and more likely to
participate in work experience than recipients of AFDC-U. Although recipi-
ents of AFDC-U weré more likely to go into the education and training

component than were AFDC-U applicants, the number of these recipients was




small, and the differences between applicants and recipients were not
statistically significant. Overall, those on AFDC-U were more likely to
take part in job search and less likely to take part in work experience or
education and training than their AFDC counterparts.

The disparate characteristies of individuals in these components are
brought into sharper relief in Table 4.4, which looks at individuals who
initially (rather than ever) participated in one of the three key areas of
activity as well as those who were initially placed in a holding status and
remained there, Among other factors, the table shows that those in job
search or education and training were more likely to be either high school
graduates or GED holders than were those in work experience. The earnings
of job search participants in the four quarters prior to random assignment
were about &ouble those of participants in work experience or education and
training. Job search participants were also more likely than those in
other activities to be first-time recipients of AFDC.

"In contrast, two-thirds of the individuals initially placed in educa-
tion or training had been on the welfare rolls for more than two years.
Staff may well have assigned them to these activities because they judged
them as unempl oyable without further schooling or employability skills.

Thus far, this chapter has shown that applicants and recipients on
AFDC and AFDC-U were apt to be assigned to different activities, and also
that these subgroups had different rates of deregistration. It would not
be surprising, therefore, to learn that individuals who participated in
different activities were deregistered at different rates. Table 4.5 shows

that this was the case, Those AFDC clients who were initially placed in

job search were more likely to be deregistered within the 12-month follow-
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TABLE 4.5
BALTIMDRE

DISTRIBUTIDN OF DEREGISTRATIDN RATES WITHIN TWELVE MDNTHS AFTER RANDDM ASSIGNMENT
FDR THE EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS, BY INITIAL ACTIVE COMPONENT
ANO ASSISTANCE CATEGORY BY WELFARE STATUS
(NDVEMBER 19B2 - DECEMBER 19B3 AFDC AND AFDC-U SAMPLE)

Aesistence Cetegory end Education end
Wel fere Stetue Job Seerch® Work Experienceb Tre'ln'lngc
AFDC

Applicente 53 .1 43 .9 52.1

Recipients 25.4 21.7 1B8.3

Both 41 .6 [N=274) 3D.2 {N=148)} 31.9 (N=182)
AFoC-U

Applicente 72.2 64,3 62.5

Recipiente 12.5 50.0 1D00.0

8oth 61.4 [N=44) 62.5 [N=16) 75.0 {N=12)
Both Cetegoriee

Applicente 56.6 47 .9 53 .1

Recipienta 24.6 22.3 21.2

Both 44,3 (N=318) 33.3 [(N=1B5} 34.5 [N=194)

SDURCE: MDRC celculetione from the Merylend Employment Service Autometed
Reporting Syetem.

NDTES: Deregietretion retee ere celculeted ee € percent of experimentele in
the indiceted aeaistance category and wel fare etetue who registered for Optione
within three montha of rendom eesignment end whoee firet component wee Job Seerch,
Work Experience, or Educetion end Treining.

Numbera in parantheaes indicata semple eizee.

eJob Seerch includee Individuel Job Seerch end Graup Job Seerch.

b

Work Experience {nciudee WIN Wor~ Experience, Jobe Plue I {[which eleo
tncluded e job eeerch component), Public Sector Work Experience, end On-the-Jab
Treining.

cEducet'lon end Treining includee Herbor City Leerning, The Leerning
Center, Cleeeroom Skilla Treining, ekille treining beeed on individuel referrele, the

World of Work end generel “netitutionel treining outeide the progrem.

Taata of statisticel significence were not axemined.
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up period than were individuals initially active in work experience or
education and training. (Among AFDC-U clients, small sample sizes preclud=-
ed detection of differences.) But this cannot be taken to mean that job
search was a more effective treatment than other components, since the
people most likely to be placed in job search were those with the greatest
potential of exiting from the program to begin with.

2. Participation Patterns Over Time

A second question related to participation patterns is:

e Did later enrollees participate in the same kinds of
activities as earlier ones?

If changes in participation patterns were evident over time, these might
reflect changes in program philosophy or priorities, or in staff and enrol-
lee preferences.

In Appendix Table C.1, rates of participation in program components
are compared for earlier (November 1982 through March 1983) and later
(April through December 1983) sample entrants. The data in the table point
to a shift away from work experience and toward job search among the later
entrants., In fact, however, this shift occurred almost entirely because
one particular activity, known as Jobs Plus I, was discontinued midway
through the follow-up period, As notedAabove, Jobs Plus I combined work
experience and job search but was categorized as work experience in this
analysis. Had it been placed under the job search rubric instead, the
overall participation patterns of both earlier and later entrants would be
essentially similar.

3. Continuity of Participation

The Options program design initially called for a continuous partici-



pation requirement, That is, Options entrants were expected to remain
active in the program until one of three outcomes occurred: they left the
welfare rolls entirely; they remained on welfare but were no longer
WIN-mandatory; or they were judged inappropriate for a program activity and
placed in a holding status. 1In April 1984, after the research sample was
drawn, Options altered its intake procedures and, 1in so doing, exempted
some participants from the continuous participation obligation. This
change should not have affected most of the registrants followed in this
study, who would already have had the opportunity to take part in more than
one component,

The analysis therefore addresses two related questions:

e Did enrollees participate continuously in program activities?

e What were their typical participation paths? |

Table 4.6 provides some information on these questions, showing that,
first, a substantial minority of enrollees did not participate in any
activity, and second, that amoﬁg those who did, the majority participated
only in the initial qstivity in which they were placed.

Answering these questions in more detail gives rise to an interpretive
dilemma which is dealt with in a subsequent section. A lack of appropriate
data is one problem. For example, it has already been estabiished that
many individuals who initially participated in an activity were thereafter
deregistered, If they were not available to take part in a second compo=-
nent, this would help‘to explain some of the low rates of participation in
subsequent components. Unfortunately, the data are not sufficiently
precise to enable this issue to be addressed in a rigorous way,

A comparison of Table 4.7 with Table 4.5, however, sheds some light on



TABLE 4.6

BALTIMORE

DISTRIBUTION DF EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGDRY,
INITIAL WELFARE STATUS, AND NUMBER DF ACTIVE COMPONENTS PARTICIPATED IN
DURING THE TWELVE MDNTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
(NOVEMBER 1982 — DECEMBER 1983 AFDC AND AFDC-U SAMPLE)

Number of Active Components

| I
Aesistenca Cetegory end Four or
Walfere Statua More

AFDC
Applicent 1DD.D {N=547)
Recipient 1DD.D {N=598)

AFDC-U
Applicent 10D.0 (N=115)
Recipient 100.0 (N=24)

Both Cetegories
Applicent (N=662)
Racipient (N=622)

SOURCE: MDRC celculetione from the Merylend Employment Service Autometed Reporting System

NDTES: Distributiona ere calculetad as e parcantaga of experimantals in the indicatad esaiatenca
category end welfere status who ragisterad for Dptions within thrae montha of rendom aasignment,

The number of ectivitiee wes computed from the number of individuel components
in which perticipents were ective. Infometion wes not eveileble for ell individuel components.
Perticipents who were recorded es ective in twelve months end for whom informetion ebout the
jndividual activitias in which they participatad was not availabla wara assumad to ba active
in ona componant,

Perticipation ie defined aa ettending eny ectivity for et Leest three deys.

Distributions may not add axactly to 100,0 parcant bacausa of rounding.
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the problem, For instance, one can see in Table 4.5 that 33.3 percent of

all those who began work experience were subsequently deregistered during
the 12-month follow-up. If all these deregistrations took place before
these individuals moved on to another component, this presumably would
leave 66.7 percent of the work experience participants available for a
second activity, But Table 4.7 shows that only 24.8 percent of those who
began in work experience went on to another component, (This figure consti-
tutes 37 percent of all those available for a new activity.) In Jjob
search, education and training, the proportions of available registrants
who went on to a second activity were higher -~ 49 and 56 percent,
respectively, Nonetheless, the basic conclusion -- that large numbers of
people participated in only one activity -- remains intact.

Table 4.7 also suggests that while it is difficult to identify
"typical®™ participation patterns, some trends can be identified. (The
table groups AFDC and AFDC-U registrants together, but the same patterns
would hold if the two subgroups were analyzed separately), For those who
began in job search and went on to a second component, that component was
likely to again involve some kind of job search activity. This is not
surprising, since individuals initially placed in Job search were Jjudged
employable at the outset and would not, presumably, need additional
employability services, 1In contrast, those who began in work experience or
education and training took part in a variety of subsequent activities,

depending on their needs and performance in the first component,

C. rends 1 articipatio ates

A third major area of inquiry is the timing of participation:




¢ Did participation increase over time?

In other words, did most people participate early in their program
stay? Or did they only become active after they had been enrolled for some
period of time?

Figure 4.1 tracks the participation of Options registrants for the
maximum period of available follow-up. Thus, the earliest enrollees (those
entering the program in November and December 1982) are followed for 2.4
months; those entering in January through March 1983 for 21 months; and
those enrolled in April through December 1983 for 12 months,

The figure shows that participation began both early in enrollees!
program tenure and later, Ultimately, the 24-month rate of participation
for those in the earliest group of sample enrollees reached 61 percent.
About one-third of this group participated within 30 days after sample
entby, and as many as two-thirds were active within 90 days., But about one
in seven people did not participate until they had been in Options for a
year, and the program continued to serve previously inactive enrollees as
late as 18 months after their initial entry.

This suggests that, as noted before, individuals whose participation
was deferred were not totally "lost" to the program. Rather, the status of
those in holding was periodically monitored, and when their situations
changed, staff often assigned them to active components.

Participation rates for the two groups of later enrollees also
increased over time, as depicted in Figure 4.1, but fell below the level of
the earliest entrants, A possible explanation is that, since the first
group of enrollees was small, Options staff may have given these indivi-

duals extra attention as they made their way through the program.
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D. Participation and its Relationship to Continuous Eligibility

Several weaknesses can be noted in the way participation has been
considered thus far in this chapter -- that is, participation defined as
the percentage who "ever participated" in a given activity. For one, the
"ever participated" statistics maylbe misleading because they count equally
those who took part in an activity for only a few days and those who remain-
ed for much longer periods, A second problem -- one that surfaced in the
analysis of the "continuous" participation requirement -- is that the %ever
participated® rates may understate the program's ability to reach those
who were eligible, This is because these rates take a long-range but
static view of the welfare caseload, suggesting that all nonparticipants
remained eligible throughout the observation period, somehow escaping
program participation. But some nonparticipants were not continuously
eligible, Rather, they left welfare or were deregistered from the program
for a number of other reasons, as suggested in Chapter 3,

In fact, as Table 4,2 has pointed out, 45,4 percent of this sample of
experimental registrants had been deregistered from the program by the end
of the 12-month follow-up period. About 60 percent of those deregistered
were no longer receiving welfare by the fourth quarter after program entry.
(This figure includes the applicants who were initially denied welfare,
Those dénied assistance, of course, were no longer subject to the partici-
bation requirement, whether or not they had taken part in program activi-
ties during the short period while they were enrolled.) The other 40
percent did receive a welfare payment during the fourth quarter, but some
of them may have been counted as deregistered because they left the rolls

during that quarter, Others may have continued to receive aid but were no




longer WIN-mandatory -- for example, because they gave birth to a new
child.
To gauge more accurately the extent to which the Options Program

reached eligible individuals, it is useful to look at enrollees at a point

in time, examining program participation vis-a-vis the participants’

continuing eligibility, Table 4,8 does so, summarizing the status of
sample members at the 12-month point after they entered the program; Figure
4,2 presents the same data in a pie chart. Each individual in the sample
fits into one of four table categories on the basis of two criteria: dere-
gistered from the Options Program during the 12 months or continuously
registered; and participated or not during the 12 months, Thus, for
example, the first row total shows that 52,7 percent of registrants had:
participated at some point in the program during the 12-month period. This
group breaks down into two subgroups: 32.2 percent who were currently
participating or had done so previously, but who were still registered with
the program; and another 20.5 percent who had participated but were then
deregistered.
The data in the table answer three questions, the first being:
(1) What proportion of sample members were reached by the
participation requirement or were no longer subject to
ite
To address this issue, the four categories of Options registrants seen
in the table under the main heading of "Enrollment Status" were reassembled

into two main groupings, as follows:

) ndiv als Reache the Participatio equirement a or

Deregistered from the Program (77,6 Percent of the Sample)

-- Individuals who ever participated, now deregistered
(20.5 percent)




TABLE 4.8
BALTIMORE
TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS,

B8Y ENROLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
(NOVEMBER 1982 ~ DECEMBER 19B3 AFOC AND AFOC-U SAMPLE])

Enrollment Statua
During Twelve Months
I
Twelve—~-Month Ever Continuouely
Perticipation Status Daregisterad Enrol Lad Total Sample Size
Ever Perticipeted (%) 20.5 32.2 52.7 677
Never Perticipeted (%) 24.9 22.4 47 .3 607
Totel (%) 45 .4 54.6 100.0 1284
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from tha Maryland Employmant Servica Autometed

Raporting Syatem,

NOTES: Figures on program end perticipetion statue are calculated aa a

percentege of ell experimentels who registered with Options within three monthe of
random aaaignmant,

Perticipetion ie defined es ettending eny ectivity for et leeet three
deye. )

Teete of etetieticel significence were not celculeted.
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== Individuals who ever participated, still in the program
(32.2 percent)

-~ Individuals who never participated, now deregistered (24.9

percent)
e Individuals Never Reached by the Participation Requirement,
but Still in the Program (22,4 Percent of the Sample)

Thus, at the 12-month point, just over three-quarters of the sample
members either had participated in Options or, if they had not partici-
pated, were no longer enrolled. Conversely, between one-fifth and
one-quarter of the sample members were still enrolled and eligible for the
program, but had not participated a year after they entered it. A later
section will consider reasons for nonparticipation as well as what happened
to those who did not comply with program regulations.

The second question addressed is:

(ii) Of those still enrolled in the program after 12 months,

what proportion had yet to participate? And conversely,
of the individuals who had been deregistered, how many
had participated?

Reading down the table columns, one can answer this question by
dividing the 32.2 percent who were still enrolled but had participated by
the total of 54.6 percent of those who were continuously enrolled. From
that, one learns that of those who were left in Options at the 12-month
point, 59 percent had taken part in program activities, while 41 percent
had yet to participate., Of those deregistered, 45 percent had participated
at some time, and 55 percent had not. As noted above, many of those
deregistered were eligible for the program for only a short period of time.

The third questions asks:

(iii) What proportion of the individuals who participated in

the program remained enrolled after 12 months, and of

- 89-




those who did not participate, what proportion stayed
enrolled?

This time, the proportion is obtained by reading across the table's
rows, dividing the same 32.2 percent of those who were still enrolled but
had participated by the total of 52.7 percent who had ever participated.
Of those who had, 61 percent remained enrolled in the program. Of those
who had not, 47 percent remained enrolled.

Figure 4.3 demonstrates that the caseload profile presented in Figure
4.2 is dramatically altered when different periods of follow-up are chosen,
In particular, the proportion of the."continuously enrolled but never parti-
cipated" group shrinks from three;quarters of the sample at month one to
less than one-quarter at month 12, as increasing numbers of registrants
begin to participate and/or leave the program,

All these analyses point to the importance of taking caseload dynamics
into account when examining program participation, The fact that the
deregistration rate was higher for nonparticipants than for participénts
suggests that factors other than participation in employment programs
account for much of the movement that takes place in program caseloads. By
extension, these factors also explain much of the turnover in the welfare
rolls,

Figure 4.4 makes it clear that AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees have quite
different patterns of distribution among the four categories defined by
participation and enrollment status, primarily because of the greater
propensity of AFDC-U enrollees to have been deregistered by the 12-month
mark, Table ll.9_ examines these differences further, replicating Table 4.8

for several subgroups of the total sample: applicants and recipients on

-90-



FIGURE 4.3

BALTIMORE

FIRST, THIRD, SIXTH, AND TWELFTH MONTE PARTICIPATION STATUS
OF AFDC AND AFDC-U EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS, BY PROGRAM STATUS
DURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENRT

8. ar 35. 6%
R v s
4. 0% 8. 0%
53. 5%
Month One Month Three
8. 5% 2051
38. 0% [;é§§515-82
32. 2%
36. 7%

Month Six Month Twelve
EVER PARTICIPATED/ NEVER PARTICIPATED/
DEREGISTERED . DEREGISTERED
EVER PARTICIPATED/ NEVER PARTICIPATED/
ENROLLED ENROLLED

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Maryland Employment Service Automated
Reporting System.
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TABLE 4.9
BALTIMORE

TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS,
BY ENROLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANOOM ASSIGNMENT,
ASSISTANCE CATEGORY, ANO WELFARE STATUS
(NOVEMBER 19B2 - DECEMBER 19B3 SAMPLE)

Ever Continuously
Assistence Cetegory Oeregistered Enrolled Totel
AFOC
Applicent
Ever Perticipeted 27 1%%= 26 0% ** 53.0
Never Perticipeted 30.2%=% 16 ,B%** 47 .0
Total 57 .2 42 .8 100.0 [N=547)
Recipient
Ever Perticipeted 11.5 41 .1 §52.7
Never Perticipeted 17 .2 30.1 47 .3
Totel 2B.8 71.2 100.0 [N=59B)
8oth
Evar Participatad 18.0 33.9 52 .8
Never Perticipeted 23 .4 23 .8 47 .2
Totel : 42 .4 57 .6 100.0 (N=1145)
AFOC-U
Applicent
Ever Perticipeted 34.8B 15,7%* 50.4
Never Perticipeted 41 ,7%* 7 .8%* 49,6
Totel 76.5 23.5 100.0 [N=115)
Recipient
Ever Perticipeted 25.0 33.3 58,3
Never Perticipeted 16 .7 25,0 41 .7
Totel 41.7 58,3 100.0 (N=24)
Both
Ever Perticipeted 33.1 18.7 51 .B
Never Perticipeted 37.4 10.8 4B.2
Totel 70.5 29.5 100.0 (N=139)

(continued)
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TABLE 4.9 (continuad])

Ever Continuously
Assistenca Cetegory Deregistered Enrolled Total
Jotel
Applicent
Ever Perticipeted 28.4%%* 24 ,2%%* 52 .6
Never Perticipeted 32.,2%*=* 15.,3%=2s 47 .4
Total 60.6 39.4 100.0 (N=662)
Recipient
Ever Perticipetad . 12.1 40 .8 52.9
Never Participated 17 .2 29.9 47 .1
Total 29.3 70.7 100.0 ([N=622)
Both _
Ever Perticipated 20.5 32.2 52.7
Never Participated 24.9 22 .4 47 .3
Totel 45 .4 54 .6 100.0 (N=1284}

SOURCE: MORC celculations from the Merylend Employmant Sarvica Autometad
Raporting System,

NOTES: Figures on progrem end perticipation statue are calculetad aa e
percentege of ell experimentele who registered with Options within threa montha of
rendom essignment.

Perticipation ia defined es attending any activity for at Laeet three
deye.

Numbara in parentheaasa indicate semple sizee.
s*Diffarances between epplicents end recipiante in the indiceted progrem
end perticipetion stetuaea ara atetistically significant at tha 5 parcant Llavel uaing

e chi-equare teat.

*ssDjffarencea betwaen applicents and recipients in the indicated program

end perticipation statuasas ara statistically significant at tha 1 parcant Laval ueing
a chi—-squara tast.
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AFDC and AFDC-U,

Given the higher deregistration rates of applicants compared to reci-
plents in both caseloads, it 1is not surprising to find that the two
subgroups in both categories are distributed quite differently. Thus, as
seen in Table 4.9, 30.1 percent of AFDC recipients, but only 16.8 percent
of AFDC applicants, remained continuously enrolled but had not partici-
pated; for applicants and recipients on AFDC-U, the corresponding
proportions were 7.8 and 25.0 percent, However, subgroup differences

virtually vanish when the people who remained enrolled without having
participated are considered as a proportion of all still-enrolled
individuals in their respective assistance categories and welfare statuses.
Between 39 and 43 percent of the AFDC applicants and both AFDC and AFDC-U
recipients who remained on the rolls had never participated; only among the
AFDC-U _applicants was this proportion somewhat lower, at about one-third.

What this suggests is that Options staff made only modest efforts to
work more intensively with the AFDC-U applicants, the most employable
subgroup. In general, the program's "coverage" of the subgroups' was
similar, so that the different subgroup deregistration rates cannot be
attributed to differences in whether or not they were likely to be served
by program staff,

As would be expected, given the preceding discussion, marked differ-
ences existed in the background characteristics of sample members who fell
into each of the four participation/enrollment statuses, Table 4,10 shows
theée variations for the sample as a whole. (Analyses not presented here

show that similar patterns are found when AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees are

considered separately,) These differences were, predictably, associated
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with applicant vs, recipient status, Among both AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees,
whites were disproportionately represented among the applicants, and this
group was also more likely to be deregistered. AFDC's who had never
received welfare in the past (a trait associated with applicant status)
were also more likely to be deregistered than those on the rolls for two
years or more, Women who had never married were more likely to be

recipients and more likely, too, to remain enrolled in the program.

E. he Treatment of Individuals ¥ho ot Fully Part ate

Options was designed as a mandatory program, and the first report
pointed out that Options staff viewed it as such. This section considers
how they dealt with enrollees who did not participate fully in program
components == both those who never participated at all and those who did
but at some point did not attend a scheduled activity., It is useful first
to distinguish two subgroups: those who were initially placed in a
long-term holding status, and those who were initially assigned to a
program activity,

1. hose Initially Place 1 | t

As seen earlier, a sizable proportion of all enrollees -- about 30
percent -- were assigned immediately to a long<term holding status, usuall&
because they were already employed, attending school or a training program,
or 111 or disabled, Program staff maintained contact with these people,
and when their situations changed (e.g., their health improved or their
schooling ended), they could be required to participate in appropriate

activities., This accounts for the rising participation rates over time.



2. hose Initially Placed in a Progr ctivit

Of greater interest to the question of Options' implementation as a
mandatory program is the group of people who were initially assigned to an
active component or who were assigned after being placed in a short-term
holding status. As noted before, a special case file study was conducted
of a small sample of those assigned in order to learn more about their
behavior,

In 48 of the TO cases, enrollees did not attend an activity or a
session for which they were scheduled. (AFDC and AFDC-U categories did not
differ significantly on this measure.,) Most commonly, they did not show up
initially for a scheduled component or did not attend a reappraisal
interview; on occasion, too, attendance dropped off after individuals had
initially participated in the assigned activity. 1In the vast majority of
these instances, registrants had what staff considered legitimate reasons
for their nonparticipation; only seven of the 48 clients could be
considered "noncompliant." The "good cause" reasons most frequently given
for nonparticipation included the registrant's own illness or that of a
family member, and denial or discqntinuation of welfare., Only one person
cited difficulty with child-care arrangements,

For their part, Options staff members spent a good deal of time
following up on those who were absent from scheduled activities, trying to
contact them by telephone or by mail. In three of the seven instances of
genuine noncompliance, staff indicated that the individuals were in fact
deregistered for noncompliance, an action which, according to program
regulations, could have been accompanied by a sanction., However, there was

no evidence in the case records that a financial penalty was imposed.




Whether this was due to inadequate communications between Options staff and
income maintenance personnel, or to some other factor, could not be

determined.

The findings presented in this chapter indicate that the participation
story in Options.is a complicated one, In general, the program succeeded
in its goal of ensuring that a sizable proportion of enrollees received
empl oyment-related services: 53 percent of all registrants were active in a
program component within a year,

This statistic, however, understates the full extent to which Options
entrants participated in employment services, Many of the enrollees
assigned to long-term holding, and consequently not counted in the 53
percent, were already taking part in school or training. Registrants who
were already working or had disabling conditions or illnesses were also
placed in holding, and, for some people, assigmment to this status was
tantamount ‘to an exemption from participation, Nevertheless, those placed
in holding were not thereafter totally neglected by Options staff, Rather,
their status was routinely monitored, and, if it changed, they could be and
often were placed in an active component,

Although there is some reason to think that staff worked a little more
intensively with the most employable enrollees -- the AFDC-U applicant
group -- they did make strong efforts to serve groups with less promising
employability charaéteristics. They did so by trying to determine, in

consultation with enrollees, the program component best suited to their
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needs, For those judged inadequate in educational level or lacking a
sufficient or recent work history, this meant placement in a GED program or
work experience rather than job search, This is in marked contrast to the
approach followed by many other programs in MDRC's demonstration of state
employment initiatives -- and to some extent to the course taken by the
Baltimore WIN Demonstration Program, which has continued to emphasize
immediate job entry.

While all the principal subgroups -- applicants and recipients on AFDC
and AFDC-U -~ participated in Options at quite similar rates, their rates
of program exit were very different. This is probably due to some combina-
tion of the background characteristics they brought to Options and the
kinds of components to which they were assigned.

Despite the substantial rates achieved in Options participation, that
_ participation was in many éases not continuous, Most of those who ever
particiéated were active only in one component, and the program goal of
making participation ongoing was not, in general, fulfilled.

Finally, while staff viewed the program as mandatory and actively
followed up on absenteeism, sanctioning was infrequent. This was consis-
tent with the Options philosophy that a mandatory requirement should be

used to encourage participation rather than to immediately reduce welfare

costs,
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CHAPTER 5

IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND WELFARE RECEIPT

This chapter summarizes the short-term employment and earnings
impacts, as well as changes in welfare receipt and payments, that were
found to result from the Options Program in Baltimore, The chapter
concentrates first on program impacts_ for the full AFDC sample which
constitutes 88.9 percent of the total impact sample (2,703 AFDC's; 337
AFDC-U's), These main results are based on data collected over a 15-month
period following random assignment. Impacts are also measured for a
.smaller sample of early AFDC enrollees who were tracked for 24 months to
see if program impacts tended to grow or decline over more time. As part
of this analysis, the chapter considers impacts for individuals' enrolling
in the program during two different calendar periods to examine impact
stability,

The chapter then assesses the data separately for two principal sets

of AFDC subgroups, applicants and recipients -- each of which accounts for

about half the AFDC sample -- as well as impacts for individuals with

different employment histories, It is important to bear in mind through-
out the subgroup discussion that, while the sample’s appl_icants are a
cross-section of all WIN-mandatory applicants in Baltimore, the recipient
sample is not a cross-section of all WIN-mandatory recipients in the
caseload, The only recipients in the Options sample were those who were
newly determined mandatory during the research period, usually because

their youngest child had recently turned six.




The chapter concludes by summarizing impact trends for the AFDC-U
assistance category, in which the limited sample size (337) precluded
reliable in-depth analysis, However, the difference in welfare and WIN
regulations for AFDC-U's, combined with the different child-care
constraints on labor market participation, made separate analysis of this
category advisable,

It should be noted once more that impacts cannot be attributed
separately to job search, work experience, education or training, but only
to the combination of these activities that defined the Options Program as

it operated during the demonstration periocd,

A, Analysis Issues

As discussed in Chapter 2, an experimental design was used to estimate
the impacts of the Options Program, with random assigmment generating two
study groups: an exberimental group offered the program treatment and a
control group which received no special services but only the limited WIN
services then in effect, As explained in Chapter 2, random assignment
produced gréups similar in demographic and measurable background character=-
istics so that any statistically significant outcome differences between
the two groups can be attributed to the program treatment. Observational
and other data indicate that the planned service differences between
research groups were maintained for the duration of the study. At many
places in this chapter, the experiences of controls alone will be discussed
to provide a description of typical behavior without Options services.

The AFDC sample consists of a total of 2,703 individuals (1,364 appli-

cants and 1,339 recipients) split roughly in half between experimental and
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control gl."oup.s.1 These individuals, who were randomly assigned between

November 15, 1982 and the end of December 1983, were all tracked for at

least five quarters, a follow-up period sufficient to produce short-term
impacts.

Throughout this chapter, impacts were calculated by comparing the
employment, earnings and welfare outcomes for the full AFDC experimental
group -- both participants and nonparticipants? -- to those of all
corresponding AFDC controls. Impacts were also estimated separately for
certain AFDC subgroups -- one important set based on applicant and recipi-
ent status and the other on prior employment., In order to present the most
accurate estimates, key impacts in all cases were adjusted using multi-
variate regression techniques. However, it should be noted that, while the
total sample size was sufficient to produce statistically reliable
indications of program effects, the estimated impacts show the direction
and probable magnitude of effects rather than exact percentages or dollé.r
amount s, In addition, the estimates of subgroup impacts are less precise

because of smaller sample sizes.

B, Data Issues

As explained in Chapter 2, Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings

records and records of AFDC payments, both maintained by thg State of
Maryland, were used to measure employment, earnings and welfare impacts.
The use of administrative records offers several advantages as well as
certain limitations., First, collection of these data is less expensive
than cpnducting personal interviews, Second, the data may be more complete

because sample members need not be located months after many have left the




program, Third, the technique does not rely on responde.nts' recall of
exact dollar amounts, either in earnings or welfare payments., Finally, and
most importantly from the viewpoint of design validation, the possibility
of bias is reduced since records data can be presumed to have fewer
problems caused by different experimental and control response rates.

Administrative records are, however, restricted in the kinds of
outcomes they can measure and in their completeness and sample coverage.
For example, reported UI earnings for one person should not be equated with
the total non-welfare income of that person's family.

1. Welfare Payments Data

The records of benefit payments are organized for this study in the
following way: the calendar month when an individual was randomly assigned
is designated as "month one," and each subsequent month is given the next
number in sequence, Welfare quarters are thus groups of three months that
do not necessarily coincide with calendar quarters., Statistics in quarter
three, for example, always refer to a person's payment two quarters after
the quarter of random assignment, without regard to the calendar date. No
payments data are available prior to the point of random assigmment.

In this analysis, welfare receipt is calculated as the proportion of
the research group receiving any payment dﬁring f.hat quarter; welfare
payments are presented as the average dollar payment, and that average
includes zeroes for individuals who received no payment. Welfare payments
data include the amount of the basic AFDC grant but not the value of
supplemental AFDC payments,3 Food Stamps or Medicaid.

2, Earnings Data

Unemployment Insurance earnings data are kept by calendar quarter
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rather than by month; the first quarter of follow-up in this study could
thus include up to two months of pre-program earnings, depending on when in
a quarter random assignment occurred. For example, quarter one data for
individuals randomly assigned in December 1983 contained any earnings for
October and November, as well as December, For this reason, the first
quarter is not considered a true follow-up quarter, This data organization
also means that impact quarters for UI and AFDC data only roughly
correspond.,

As in the case of welfare receipt, employment rates are defined as the
proportion of the research group receiving any earnings in a quarter, and
average earnings include zeroes for non-earners, UI earnings records do
not cover all earnings, however. Employers in some segments of the labor
market may underreport employees' earnings to UI, and the earnings of
certain groups (such as agricultural workers on small farms and domestic
workers paid less than $1,000 in a quarter -- the latter an occupational
category relevant to this population) need not be reported in Maryland.
Regular audits of the UI system are, however, carried out by state and
federal staffs, Moreover, there 1is no reason to suspect that
underreporting affected experimentals and controls differently, and it is
consequently not considered a source of serious bias, |

One further consideration 1is important to note, It is well known
that, in accurate earnings data, the dollar difference between people who
earn a lot and people who earn a little is typically rather large. A good
deal of variation tends to exist in any study, and this normal variation
can affect the precision of any estimates of earnings 1mpacts." Earnings

impacts should therefore be considered somewhat less precise than the other
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outcome measures: employment, welfare incidence and payments.

Throughout the chapter, impacts are usually reported for the full
five-quarter follow-up period. However, the fifth quarter alone (or the
eighth quarter when that is available) will often be cited as the one of
most interest since it represents the furthest point from random assign-
ment, _In earlier quarters, some registrants were still participating in
program activities, so the full program effect would not yet be evident.

Moreover, the point-in-time impact furthest away from random assignment may

be indicative of longer-term program trends.

C. Short-Term Impacts for the Full AFDC Sample

As the first step in determining Options impacts, outcomes for the
full sample of AFDC experimentals were compared to those of the full sample
of AFDC controls, Overall, as shown in Table 5.1, there was an improve-
ment in the employment outcomes of experimentals but virtually no reduction
in welfare receipt.

For quarters two through five, the summary employment outcomes were
both higher for the experimental group, Percent ever employed and number
of quarters with employment were higher by about one-seventh over controls,
and the gains were statistically significant for both of these measures.
The "ever employed" rate for the second through fifth quarters for experi-
mentals was 51,2 pefcent compared to 44,2 percent for controls, a gain, or

an impact, of 7.0 percentage points.

On a quarter-by-quarter basis, experimental-control employment differ-

ences. achieved statistical significance in the quarter after random

assigmment and remained significant for all succeeding quarters, with the




TABLE 5.1
8 ALTIMORE
ALL AFOC: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,

ANO AFDC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOO
(NOVEMGER 1882 - OECEMBER 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE]

ALl AFOC: Applicants and Racipianta

Outcoma and Follow-Up Pariod Exparimantala Controla Oiffaranca
Evar Employad, Quartara 2 - § [%]a 51.2 44,2 +7 ,08%8
Avaraga Numbar of Quartara With 1.31 1.16 +0.169%%

Employmant, Quartara 2 - 5a

Ever Employad [%)

Quartar of Random Assignmant ' 28 .1 26 .4 +1.6
Quartar 2 27.2 24.0 +3.,28%%
Quartar 3 32.4 27.8 +4 ,5%%%*
Quartar 4 34.7 31.8 +3.1%
Quartar 5 36 .5 31.6 +5,0%%*
Avaraga Total Earninga, Quartara 2-5 ($)° 1835.15 1758.74 +178.41

Avaraga Total Earninga (8)

Quartar of Rendom Aaajignmant ' 281.88 255,88 +8.08
Quartar 2 318.55 332.989 -14.44
Quartar 3 - 467 .80 408.24 +58,55%*
Quarter 4 | §70.656 6504.58 +66.07
Quartar § §576.16 §12.92 +85.23
Evar Racaivad Any AFOC Paymant, 84.8 85.1 -0.2

Quartara 1 - 5 (%)

Avaraga Numbar of Montha Racaiving 11.14 11.28 -0.15
AFOC Paymanta, Quartara 1 - 5

Evar Raceived Any AFDC Payments (%)

Quartar of Random Aaaignmant 92 .5 82.1 +0.4
Quartar 2 87 .3 87 .5 -0.2
Quartar 3 77 .4 78.2 -0.8
Quartar 4 71.7 73.2 -1.5
Quartar § 66.8 70.4 1.7
Avarags Total AFOC Peymanta _ 3058.03 3064.12 -6.08

Recaivad, Quartara 1. - 5 [§)

Avarage AFOC Paynanté Racatvad ($)

Quartar of Random Aaaignmant ] g978.48 872.22 +7.23

Quartar 2 ' 878,56 671.53 +7 .02

Quartar 3 _ 583 .68 583,42 +0 .28

Quartar 4 ' 563.68 568.22 _ -65,56

Quartar § 542 .68 ] §57.73 -15.05
Semple Siza 1331 1372

(cqntinuad]
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TABLE 5.1 {(continued)

SOURCE: ' MDRC celtculationa from State of Marytand welfere end Unemploymant
Ineurence racorda.

NOTES: Thaaa data includa zaro valuaa for eampla membara not employad and for
sample membars not racaiving walfere. These deta ara ragresaion—-adjuatad uaing
ordinery leest equaraa, controlling for pre-random aesignmant cheractarijatice of
aemple members., Thare mey be eoma discrepenciea in catlculeting sums and diffarencee
due to rounding.

For employment end eerninga, the querter of random eeesignment refera
to e calender querter. For AFDC peymenta, the quarter of rendom aeeignment rafare to
the thrae montha beginning with the month in which en individuel wee randomly
eseigned.

aQuarte’r 1, the querter of rendom eseignment, mey contein eome eerninge
from tha pariod prior to rendom aasignment and is therafore excludad from the
meeeuree of total follow-up employment and aarninge.

A two-teiled t-tast wee appliad to diffarancea betwaan axperimantal

end control groupe. Statisticel eignificance Levela era indicated ea: * = 10
percant; *® = 5 parcant; *®** = 1 percent.
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difference highest in the last quarter of follow-up. The increase in
impacts, however, was not a smooth one, so it is not possible to infer from
the table whether impacts will remain stable or continue to grow after the
observation period. Nevertheless, by quarter five, the experimental
employment rate of 36.5 percent was 5.0 percehtage points higher than the
control group rafe of 31.6 percent, a statistically significant increase.
Earnings were up for experimentals, although the gains were not
evident until quarter three, Combined earnings for quarters two through
five rose by $176, from $1,759 for controls to $1,935 for experimentals.
The $65 gain in the fifth quarter amounted to a 12.7 percent increase
relative to the control group baseline of $513 in that period. Earnings
impacts, however, were not generally statistically significant, primarily
because of the typically wide dispersion and skew of the earnings measures,
As is the case for employment, it cannot be said whether earnings impacts
will increase, hold steady or begin to fade after the fifth quarter,
| The employment gains of the Options Program over WIN were not
accompanied by immediate reductions in welfare outcomes, Neither measure --
the proportion receiving welfare or the.average welfare benefit -- showed
any statistically significant experimental-control differengés within the
follow-up period. In the fifth quarter -- when the difference was largest
-=- 70.4 percent of controls received welfare compared to 68.8 percent of
exberimentals, for a 1.7 percentage point difference that was not statistic-
ally significant, The summary measure alsd revealed only a negligible
reduction in the incidence of AFDC receipt during the follow-up period.

During quarters one*through five, controls received payments for an average

of 11.29 months compared to 11.14 months for experimentals,
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The decline in welfare payments was similarly small. Average total
benefits paid over the 15 months after random assignment amounted to $3,064%
per control and $3,058 per experimental, for almost no savings in welfare
eicpenditures. Even in the fifth quarter, welfare savings of only $15 per
experimental were being realized, as payments were down from the control
group level of $558 to $543. This represents a 2.7 percent reduction in
benefit expenditures for that quarter,5

The finding of a reduction in welfare that 1s smaller than the
increase in employment may be partly explained by two factors, one being
the regulations governing welfare eligibility and benefit amounts. As
described in Chapter 3, part-time and intermittent workers whose total
j.ncome is less than 150 percent of the standard of need may remain eligible
for welfare, Moreover, an extra dollar earned reduces benefits by less
than a dollar because of the $30 plus 1/3 disregard and allowable
deductions from gross earnings for work-related expenses such as child
care. Another reason may be a possible lack of communication about changes
in earnings, either between Options and income maintenance staffs, or
between welfare recipients and the income maintenance unit, These factors,
as well as lags in recalculating grant levels, may all have played a role
in weakening the link between employment gains and welfare reductions.

Data on two kinds of transfer payments -- both much smaller amounts
than the basic AFDC welfare graht“-- were also examined for possible
program impacts. The first of these, AFDC supplemental payments, are one-
time emergency payments for needs such as shelter, clothing and transpor-
tation. All told, for the 15-month follow-up, controls on average received

only $89 in supplemental payments (regression-adjusted)' and experiment-
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als, $91 -- essentially no difference, Unemployment Insurance benefits
data were also collected and showed a slight, although not statistically
significant, decline, Counting quarters two through five, the
regression-adjusted average for AFDC controls was just under $190 in total
UI compensation compared to $172 per experimental, for a difference of $17
over the year,

As is the case for welfare data, earnings impacts are sometimes diffi-
cult to interpret. The simple difference in average earnings presented in
Table 5.1, for example, does not answer an important question: Did the
employment gain of experimentals take place only at the low end of the
earnings scale, or was .there a more balanced upward shift? Table 5,2
examines this question, showing the distribution of earnings in the fifth
follow-up quarter, as defined in Table 5.1. In the top panel, the table
has split the sample into three groups: those with no earnings; those
making $1,500 or less for the quarter (approximately the minimum wage at 35
hours per week for 13 weeks); and those earning more than that amount.
Just under half of the employed persons in the control group earned more
than $1,500 in the fifth quarter and the same was true for experimentals.

Table 5.2 shows that the Option Program caused.S.O percent of the
experimental group to move from the "no earnings" category to the one with
positive earnings; that is, they became employed because of the program.
This is the employment impact for quarter five seen in Table 5.1. The
breakdown in Table 5,2 goes on to show that almost half of this increase in
employment -~ 2.2 out of the 5.0 percentage points -~ took place in the
higher-earnings category. The other 2,7 percentage points occurred in the

category where employment yielded earnings less than $1,500.

-112-



TABLE 5.2
BALTIMORE

ALL AFOC: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE BALTIMORE OPTIONS PROGRAM
ON THE OISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS AND MEASUREO INCOME FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE FIFTH QUARTER AFTER RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
(NOVEMBER 19B2 - OECEMBER 19B3 IMPACT SAMPLE)

AlLL AF0OC: Applicente end Recipients

Employmant end Welfera Outcomee® Experimentels Controle 0ifference

Averege Totel Eerninge, Querter 5 (%)

None 63.5 6B.4 ~ 5.0%%%
$1 - 1500 20.4 17 .7 + 2,7%
More Then $1500 16.1 13.9 + 2.2%
Totel 100.0 100.0 0.0

Employmant end Walfere Status (%]

Had No Earninge, Raceivad No
AFOC Peymente 12.2 12.7 - 0.5

Had Soma Earninge, Racaived No
AFOC Peymente 17 .4 15.2 + 2,2

Hed No Eernings, Received Some

AFOC Peymente 51.3 55.7 - 4,4%%

Hed Some Eerninge, Received Some
AFOC Peymente 19.2 16.3 + 2.8%

Totel 100.0 100.0 0.0

Averaga Meeeured Income,b Quarter 5 (%)

None 12.2 12,7 - 0.5

$1 - 1500 6B .4 69.3 - 2.9%

More Then $1500 21.4 18B.0 + 3.4%=

Totel 100.0 100.0 0.0
Averege Meesured Income ($) 1131.29 1079.26 +52.04
Semple Size 1331 1372

{continued)
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TABLE 5.2 (continusd)

SOURCE: MDRC cslculstione from Ststs of Merylend welfere end Unemployment
Insurencs rscords,

NOTES: These dsts include zero vsluss for semple msmbsrs not smployed snd for
ssmpls membsrs not rscsiving welfers., Thess dste ere regression-adjuatéd using
ordinary lsast squsraa, controlling for prs~snrollment chsractsristics of ssmpls
msmbsrs. Thsrs msy bs soms discrspanciss in cslculeting sums end differsncsa dus to
rounding.

eMonthly wslfers dsts, which count ths month of rsndom esaignmsnt 8s
"month ons," wers rsgroupsd into cslender qusrters thet sxsctly mstch Unemploymsnt
Insurence esrninge qusrters, Psrcsntsgss rsceiving welfsrs will thsrsfors not
prscissly mstch other tsxt tsblss.

b
"Averege messursd income" is definsd as psrsonsl ssrnings plus wslfsrs
peyments rscsived during s qusrtsr,

A two-tsiled t-tsst wss spplisd to differences bstwesn Expsrimentsl
end Control groups. Ststisticsl significence Levels ere indiceted sss * = 10
psrcsnt; ** = 5 psrcant; *** = 1 psrcsnt. The distributsd diffsrsnces srs not,
howsver, strictly independsnt,




The second panel of Table 5.2 continues the breakdown by cross-
classifying the employment gains with the welfare status of individuals in
the same fifth quarter, For this purpose, welfare data were regrouped so
that the fifth quarter of welfare exactly matched the fifth quarter of UI
earnings. The effect of the Options Program was to shift individuals from
the category of "not working/receiving welfare® more or less evenly into
the categories of "wprking/receiviﬁg welfare® and "working/not receiving
welfare,® Some 2.8 percent of the sample began working, but were still
receiving some welfare, while 2.2 percent were working and off welfare for
the full three months, Overall, about 4.4 percentage points of the 5.0
percentage point employment increase came to people who were not working
but receiving welfare,

It thus appears that, while a substantial portion of individuals began
working, the earnings gain was not always immediately offset in personal
income by a reduction in welfare receipt., To examine this, the third panel
of Table 5.2 adds the experimentals’ own earnings to the amount of AFDC
payments recorded in their cases and breaks down the shift in the distribu-
tion, again using the $1,500 cut-off, The total is labeled "measured
income"” to emphasize the fact that it does not contain all of a family’s
income, excluding as it does transfer payments other than AFDC welfare and
the earnings of other family members. It nevertheless appears that the
program did not adversely influence the income distribution of
experimentals. Rather, it moved some individuals out of the zero and low
"measured-income®™ categories into the high one, The gain in income
amounted on average to $52 per experimental, a 4,8 percent increase over

the control group that was not statistically significant.




These several findings indicate that the employment gains achieved by
the Options Program were not created by moving more workers into the lower
earnings categories, nor was the employment increase accompanied by an
immediate shift off welfare of comparable magnitude, Consequently, there
was no major decrease in the combined contribution of personal earnings and
welfare to family income by the last quarter of observation. Rather, there

may have been a small increase,

D. ow Lo o_Impacts Last

Impacts of a program are more important the longer they last., Pro-
grams that permanently change behavior achieve more in the long run than
programs causing only temporary change, To see whether the 6ptions Program
impacts extended beyond the 15-month follow-up period, a separate analysis
was conducted on the earliest group of enrollees (those who entered the
sample from November 1982 through March 1983) who consequently had longer
follow-up data than the full sample: eight quarters of UI earnings and AFDC
payments records,

Impacts on employment and welfare receipt for this early group are
presented in Table 5,3, However, as noted earlier, sample sizes are
smaller, and impact estimates are less precise and less likely to attain
statistical significance than those for the full sample followed for 15
months, This group also entered the Options Prqgram during its start-up
phase so the magnitude of the impacts may not be typical of those found for
groups entering later, (In fact, as shown in the next section, they were
quite similar,) Exact size of these impacts, however, .1s of less

importance than the general movement of impacts over a longer period of
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TASLE 5.3
SALTIMORE
ALL AFOC: LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,

ANC AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE EIGHT QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERICO
(NOVEMBER 1992 - MARCH 19893 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALL AFDC: Applicanta and Racipianta

Outcoma and Follow-Up Period "Exparimantala Controla Oiffarance
Ever Employad, Quartera 2 - B8 [%]a 58.8 54,2 +4.8
Avarage Number of nuartaraaW1th 2.356 2.10 +0.25*
Employment, Quartara 2 - 8

Evar Employad (%)

Querter of Random Aeaignmant ' 22.9 22.4 +0.4
Quartar 2 25.1 22,7 +2,6
Quartar 3 32.7 24.9 +7 ,Bees
Quarter 4 34.0 30.6 +3.3
Quartar § 33.3 28.7 +3 .6
Quartar 6 36,2 32.3 +3,9
Quartar 7 36 .5 34.5 +2 .0
Quartar 9 37 .3 34.9 +2 .4
Evar Employad, Quartara 2 - 5 [%]° a7.7 41.3 +6.5%*

Avaraga Numbar of nuartaraaw1th
Employmant, Quertare 2 - 5 1.25 . 1.08 +0,17%*

a
Avaraga Total Earninga, Quartara 2-8 (§) 3891.51 3223.29 +989.22*

Avaraga Total Earninga ($)

Quartar of Random Assignmant 233 .41 229,72 +3,70
Quartar 2 263.39 277 .44 -14.05
Quartar 3 419,02 351.58 +87 .83
Quartar 4 6530.10 431.79 +88.31
Quartar 5 662.58 457 .18 +85.40
Quarter 6 853 .60 486 .50 +167 .10%*
Quartar 7 682 .80 585.78 +107 .02
Quartar 8 778,52 823 .01 +158.52%*
Avarage Total Eerninga, ngartara 2-5 [3]a 1766.58 1518.00 +247 .59

[continuad)
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TAGLE 5.3 (continued)

Outcome end Follow-Up Period

ALl AFOC: Applicanta and Recipients

Experimentels Controls Oifference

Ever Received Any AFOC Peyment,
Querters 1 - 8 (%)

Averege Number of Months Receiving
AFOC Peymenta, Quertera 1 - 8

Ever Received Any AFOC Peymenta (%)
Quarter of Rendom Assignmant
Querter
Querter
Querter
Querter
Querter
Quarter
Querter

Ever Received Any AFOC Peyment,
Quarters 1 - 5 [%]

Averege Number of Montha Receiving
AFOC Peymente, Quertere 1 - 5

85,1 85.5 -0.4

18.82

Averesge Totel AFDC Peymente
Received, Quertere 1 — 8 (8)

Averege AFOC Peymenta Received [$)
Querter of Rendom Assignment
Quarter
Quertar
Querter
Querter
Querter
Querter
Querter

Averege Totel AFOC Peyments
Received, Quertere 1 — 5 [8]

4602 .66 4668 .20

712.60
887 .48
804.87
572.85
526.47
503 .60
501 .38
460.58

666 .62 +16.16
684.34 +13.12
613 .04 -8.17
588,60 -13.74
557 .78 -28.31
533 .64 -30.34
522,60 -21 .42
494 .06 -13 .53

3117 .45 3438.,37

Semple Size

488 518

SOURCE ANO NOTES: See Table 5.1.




time and what this movement says about short-term patterns,

First, it is usef‘ul to answer several key questions about the patterns
of normal job finding and natural caseload turnover -- i.e., the behavior
of the control group =-- because these set the benchmarks for Jjudging
program achievements, (See Chapter 3.) Inspection of Table 5.3 and the
accompanying Figure 5,1 shows that the employment of the control group
gradually increased over time, Starting from 22.4 percent in the quarter
of random assigmment, control group employment climbed gradually through
the eighth quarter to 34.9 percent, at which point it was still rising.
During the same follow-up period, the welf'aré recelpt of controls declined
even more smoothly, dropping from a maximum of 94 percent in the random
assigmment quarter to under 60 percent in quarter eight. This kind of
caseload turnover takes place under the regular WIN Program without any
special level of services, partly because a good many controls find
employment on their own and partly because of other factors not related to
empl oyment,

A major question is then: Will the control rate of employment eventu-
ally overtake the level of experimentals, eliminating the experimental-
control difference that constitutes the program impact? Or conversely:
Will the program's influence on the behavior of experimentals gradually
"wear off," causing these persons to resume normal work and welfare
patterns? In the language of employment program evaluations: Do the
impacts decay, and, if so, how soon?

Examination of Table 5,3 reveals conflicting and inconclusive evidence
on these questions..’ Impacts on employment, welfare incidence and benefit

amounts all show the possible onset of decay during the second year of
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FIGURE 5.1

BALTIMORE

ALL AFDC: LONGER-TERM POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
IN THE EIGHT QUARTER FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
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SOURCE: Sea Table S. 3.
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follow=-up. But interestingly, impacts on the amount of earnings were
higher during the period of extended follow-up than during the first
program year, This earnings increase for experimentals was evident in all
of the extended follow-up quarters where, in each case, the gain was higher
than in any of the first five quarters, At the eighth observation quarter,
experimentals earned an average of $780 against an average of $623 for
control s, The difference of $157 is statistically significant and
represents a 25.1 percent increase in earnings per experimental relative to
the control group mean. These results are consistent with the aim of the
Options model, which not only provides immediate job search assistance, but
also services such as training designed to increase the long-term earnings
potential of participants,

On the negative side, gmployment gains for the longer-term subsample
reached 3.9 percentage points at quarter six, but dropped in the two
quarters thereafter, The reduction in welfare incidence also leveled off
in quarters four, five and six -~ an experimental-control difference of
slightly more than 3 percentage points -~ and then moved downward. AFDC
dollar savings followed this same pattern, with the peak benefit reduction
of $30 per experimental achieved in quarter six, followed by a decline in
savings through quarters seven and eight. The top dollar savings of
quarter six amounts to 5.7 percent of the control group mean for welfare
bayments in that quarter,

Because the employment baseline is still increasing and the welfare
baseline still decreasing at the eighth quarter, it is not possible to

state with certainty the long-run level of impacts for those variables.
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E. re acts Similar for rollment Periods

The extended period of follow-up just analyzed for the early group of

Options experimentals need not be typical of later ones, Evaluations of
other employment programs have shown that impacts can sometimes vary for
sample groups enrolled at different periods of time, depending on differ-
ences in program practices, characteristics of the samples and general
labor market conditions, This section compares impacts for the AFDC
subsample with the extended follow-up (November 1982 through March 1983) to
those of a later group of sample enrollees (April through December 1983).

Any of several factors could have caused systematic differences in
impacts across groups entering Options during different calendar periods.
The full evaluation, which ran from November 1982 through March 1985, began
during the Options Program’s start-up phase, although program implemen-
tation and coordination went quite smoothly from the beginning. Charac-
teristics of the two groups did differ, as noted in Chapter 2, but not
markedly so, However, throughout the demonstration period, Baltimore’s
continuing recovery from a national economic recession led to improved job
prospects for program experimentals and controls alike,

Table 5.4 compares the summary estimates of Options Program impacts on
the employment and welfare measures for the November 1982 through March
1983 sample from Table 5.3 and the April through December 1983 sample.
Figure 5.2 plots the control group levels for the later sample against the
earlier extended follow-up sample. (A complete set of estimates for the
later sample is displayed in Table 5.5.) On the whole, the patterns of
employment and welfare  receipt are seen as quite similar for the two

groups, as evidenced by the close correspondence of estimates in Table 5.4.




TABLE 5.4
BALTIMORE
ALL AFOC: SUMMARY COMPARISON OF CONTROL GROUP OUTCOMES AND SHORT-TERM IMPACTS FOR

THE OPTIONS PROGRAM FOR EARLY ANO LATE SAMPLE ENTRANTS
(NOVEMBER 1882 — MARCH 1983 AND APRIL - OECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLES)

ALL AFDC: Applicente end Recipients
1
November 1982 - March 1883 April - Qecembar 1983
Outcomes . Controls 0ifference Controls Qifference

Ever Employed, Quertere 2 - 5 (%) 1.3 +6 ,5%% 45,7 +7 .9%%¢

Averege Number of Quertere With Employment,
Quertere 2 - § 1.08 +0,174* 1.19 . +0.17%*

Averege Totel Earnings, Quarters 2 — 5 ($) 1518.00 +247.59 1891 .19 +163.34
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyment, Querters 1-5 (%) 85.5 -0.4 84.9 -0.01

Averege Number of Months Receiving AFDC
Peyments, Quarters 1 — 5

Averege Totel AFDC Payments Received,
Quartars 1 - 5 (8] 3024.93

FIGURE 5.2

AFDC CONTROLS: COMPARISON OF CONTROL GROUP OUTCOMES

RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT ()
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SOURCE: The eotimetes in thie teble ere teken from Teblee 5.3 end 5.5. Experimentel group meene
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TABLE 5.5
BALTIMORE
ALL AFOC: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,

ANO AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE GUARTER POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOO
(APRIL - DECEMBER 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALl AFOC: Applicente end Recipiente

Outcome end Follow-Up Period Experimentele Controle Oifference

Ever Employed, QGuerters 2 - 5 (%)® 7 90ke

Averege Number of Guerters With 0,17%*
Employment, Querters 2 - 5°

Ever Employed (%) .
Querter of Rendom Assignment 31.5 28.7 +2,.8%
Querter 2 28.5 24,7 +3 .8%
Querter 3 32.6 : 29.4 +3.2
Quarter 4 35.5 32.0 +3.5
Quarter 5 38.7 32.5 +6 ,2%%%

Averege Total Eerninge, Quartere 2-5 [$]° 2054.53 1891 .19 +163.34

Averege Totel Eerninge ($)
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 282,43 268,65 +13.77
Querter 2 355.15 383.79 -8.84
Querter 3 ! 504,30 436 .40 +67 .89
Quarter 4 600.08 544,80 +55.28
Querter 5 585.01 546 .20 +48.81

Ever Received Any AFDC Peyment, 94.8 g84.9 -0.01
Quartere 1 - 5 (%)

Averege Number of Monthe Receiving
AFOC Peymente, Quartere 1 - 5

Ever Received Any AFOC Peymente (%)
Querter of Rendom Aeefgnment 91 .4 91 .1
Querter 2 87 .0 86 .9

Querter 3 78 .1 77 .5
Querter 4 70.9 71.7
5

Querter 88.0 88 .8

Average Totel AFDC Peymente 3015.54 3024.93
Received, Querters 1 - 5 ($)

Average AFDC Paymente Received [$)
Quarter of Random Aesignment 659.28 657 .34
Querter 2 687.18 683,76
Querter 3 585.25 583,34
Querter 4 555.88 560.86
Querter 5 548.18 569.83

Semple Size 832 854

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Teble 5.1,




The later control group does show somewhat higher employment and lower

welfare receipt in every quarter, consistent with the improvement in
general economic conditions during the follow-up period, but impacts appear
to be of comparable magnitude for the early and late groups.

For example, in the fifth quarter, controls in the group enrolled
later have a 32.5 percent empl oyment rate compared to a 29.7 percent empl oy~
ment rate for controls with the extended follow-up, Similar differentials
between the early and late control groups show up in the other quarters and
in the summary measures for employment, Earnings for the later controls
are also somewhat higher, A slightly lower rate of welfare incidence
prevails in each quarter for the later controls -- typified by the summary
measure and by quarter five receipt rates of 69.9 percent vs, T1.5 percent.

The same pattern is seen in most of the comparisons of average welfare
payment s,

These differences in the experience of controls are not pronounced.
There is no strong discrepancy between any of the employment or welfare
impacts for the two sSubsamples, and none of the minor differences in
impacts for any quarter or summary measure approaches statistical signifi-
cance. The more favorable labor market for the later control group could
have had the effect of narrowing the experimental-control employment differ-
ential somewhat, but did not. Quarterly employment gains were similar and
the summary employment impacts coincided quite closely: 7.9 and 6.5
percentage points for "ever employed;" 0.17 and 0.17 quarters for the total
quarters with employment, Earnings gains for the later subsample are below

)

those of the earlier one, but it is not clear that the difference is large

enough to be important. Again, the absence of significant immediate
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welfare reductions in response to modest gains in employment pertains to
the later subsample as well as the earlier one,

These observations suggest that the combination of program start-up,
economic recovery .and changing sample demographics had little influence on
the effectiveness of the Options Program in Baltimore. A major increase or
decrease in program effectiveness was not evident. It is, however, possi-
ble that within the main AFDC sample, there were particular demographic
subgroups who benefited more than others from the Options services, and the

chapter now turns to this analysis.

F. Short-Term Impacts for AFDC Applicant and Recipient Subgroups

' In this section, impacts are examined separately for the applicant and
recipient subgroups, which divide the full AFDC sample almost exactly in
half: 1,364 are applicants, 1,339 recipients, The term "applicant® is used
for individuéls who entered the research because they had just applied for
welfare; these individuals kept that designatioh even though many of them
began receiving AFDC during the follow-up period and technically became
recipients, Similarly, those classified as "recipients™ at random assign-
ment kept that designation even if they left welfare during the observation
quarters.

These subgroups were analyzed separately because different pre-program
welfare and employment experiences, as well as demographic characteristies,
were expected to create different paﬁterns of impacts. (See Chapter 3.)
This was in fact the case: one unanticipated finding of the study was that
the total short-term employment impacts of the Options Program resulted

more from the changed behavior of the applicant portion of the sample than
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from the recipients' somewhat smaller gains.

While this finding adds to the growing body of subgroup findings in
other studies, caution should be exercised in applying it directly to
policy formation, The measured differences in the short-term impacts
between these subgroups are not large enough to be statistically signifi-
cant in samples of this size. They are also not of sufficient size to

support a policy recommendation to target resources on one group over the

other,

1, Short-Term Impacts on AFDC Applicants
Table 5.6 presents the short-term impacts of the Options Program on

employment, earnings and welfare receipt of AFDC applicants in the November

1982 through December 1983 sample over the 15-month follow-up period. It

is first helpful, however, to examine the work and welfare histories for

applicants prior to welfare application as portrayed in Figure 5.3.6
Applicants' pattern of pre-program employment was quite stable: the
sample attained an employment rate of just over 40 percent in each of the
four quarters prior to welfare application, In all, 61.4 percent were
recorded as having UI earnings at some time during these quarters. This
extensive recent work experience does not by any means imply that
applicants had been self-supporting over this period. More than
three-quarters reported having had their own welfare case at some time in
the past, over a third for more than two years. Moreover, as noted in
Table 5.6, in excess of 92 percent of both control and experimental
applicants were approved for welfare during the follow-up period and
received some welfare payments during that time, A substantial portion of

the applicant subsample, then, was acquainted with both work and welfare.




TABLE 5.6

BALTIMORE

AFOC APPLICANTS: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS, ANO AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOO

(NOVEMBER 1982 - CECEMBER 19B3 IMPACT SAMPLE)

AFOC Applicanta

OQutcoma snd Follow-Up Pariod Expsrimantsls Controls Oiffsrsncs
Evsr Employad, Quartara 2 - 5 [%]a 60.2 50.8 +8,3%%%
Avarsga Numbar of uusrtarsaWith 1.63 1.43 +0.20%*
Employmant, Qusrtars 2 - 5
Evar Employad (%)
Qusrter of Random Asaignmant 3z.o 36.9 +0.1
Quartar 2 35.3 30.6 +4 ,7%%
Quertar 3 40 .8 34.5 +6 .0**
Quarter 4 42 .B 3B.7 +3 .1
Quarter § 44 .4 38.1 +6 ,3%*
Avarsga Total Esrnings, Quartars 2-5 [8]a 2664.22 2384.02 +280.21
Avaraga Total Earninga ($)
Quarter of Random Aaaignment 384,58 374.47 -8.88
Quartar 2 448 .82 476 .80 -28.88
Quartar 3 859,83 §73.50 +88 .34
Quartar 4 793 .86 681.1B +112 .67%
Quarter 5 763.82 662.73 +111.18%
Evar Recaived Any AFOC Payment, 82.2 82 .7 -0.5
Quartera 1 - 5 (%)
Avaraga Number of Montha Racaiving 9.38 8.BB -0.27
AF0OC Paymenta, Quertera 1 - 5
Evar Rsceived Any AFOC Paymanta (%)
Quartar of Random Aaaignmant 88.6 87 .9 +0.7
Quartar 2 80.3 80 .9 -0.6
Quarter 3 66.2 67 .6 -1.4
Quartar 4 58.4 81.2 -2.8
Quarter S5 56.0 58.5 -3.56
Avarega Total AFOC Peyments 2504,33 2520.24 -45.B1
Received, Querters 1 - & [$)
Avaraga AFOC Paymants Racaivad ($)
Quertar of Rendom Asaignment 5B8 .35 573.82 +15.73
Quarter 2 583 .13 582 .84 +10.28
Quertar 3 472 .B4 473 .47 -0.B2
Qusrtar 4 436 .02 448,28 -10.28
Quartar 5§ 413 .19 444,02 -30.83
Sample Size 862 702

SOURCE ANO NOTES: Sae Table 5.1.




FIGURE 5.3

BALTIMORE

AFDC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: PRE- AND POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

EMFLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

IN THE FIVE QUARTER FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
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For controls, the employment rate dropped sharply at the point of
welfare application, suggesting that the loss of a job was the reason that
many -- although not most -- applied for welfare. Employment dropped to a
low of 30.6 percent in the quarter after random assignment,7 and then began
to rise toward its former level in the third quarter. Some controls who
formerly worked but applied for welfare appeared to regain employment
within a year,

Turning next to experimentals, one can see in the figure that the dip
in employment at application was less pronounced. In quarter two, the
employment rate for experimentals stood at 35.3 percent (compared to 30.6
percent for controls), for a statisically significant short-term program
impact of 4.7 percentage points, 1Interestingly, this impact carried over
and grew in the next quarter, even though controls began to find jobs and
move up toward their former employment levels. That is, experimentals not
only regained employment faster than controls (i.e., their level was not as
low), but they also kept ahead of then, By the end of the follow=-up,
controls had not quite regained their pre-program quarterly employment
level of 40 percent, whereas experimentals had exceeded that mark. The
fifth-quarter employment impact amounted to a 6.3 percentage point
increase, with a corresponding gain in earnings of $111. This dollar gain
constitutes a 17.0 percent increase in earnings over the control group mean
of $653 for the quarter, )

This pattern suggests that job retention may have played a role in
sustaining the lead of experimental over control employment. Further, the
supposition that job retention was not adversely affected is supported by

the finding in Table 5.4 that the total quarters with employment, as well
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as the total earnings for quarters two through five, were affected to
almost the same degree by the program as the "ever-employed" rate,8

Welfare impacts for AFDC applicants were smaller than employment
gains, as for the AFDC sample as a whole. The 15-month approval rate was
only slightly lower for experimentals (92,2 percent) than for controls
(92.7 percent), suggesting that few applicants were deterred from proceed-
ing with their welfare applications. Reductions in welfare receipt by
quarter were also small and not statistically significant: the largest
reduction took place in quarter five, with 56.0 percent of the experiment-
als receiving welfare payments compared to 59.5 percent of controls. The
difference of 3.5 percentage points is not statistically significant, and
is Just over half that of the 6.3 percentage point maximum quarterly
increase in employment. Average welfare payments for that quarter were
$413 for experimentals compared to $444 for controls; the $31 in savings
was not statistically signficant, although it is a 6.9 percent reduction in
welfare expenditures per experimental.9

2. Short-Term Impacts on AFDC Recipients

Impact estimates for AFDC recipients are displayed in Table 5.7 and
Figure 5.3. As for the applicants, the section begins with a discussion of
the recent\work and welfare histories of recipients. This group, like the
applicants, exhibited a stable employment rate prior to welfare applica-
tion, but the level was much lower: only about 16 or 17 percent were
working in any quarter prior to welfare application, In the year just
before, 27.8 percent had reported some earnings, less than half the rate

for applicants, In addition, their welfare histories showed longer periods

of assistance: three-quarters of the recipients had had their own cases for




TABLE 5.7

8ALTIMORE

AFOC RECIPIENTS: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS, ANO AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-~ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOO

(NOVEMBER 1982 ~ OECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE]

AFOC Recipients

Qutcome end Follow-Up Period Experimentele Controls Oifference
[
Ever Employed, Querters 2 - 5 (%) 42 .1 37 .4 +4.,7%
Averege Number of Quertere With 0.98 0.87 +0.11*
Employment, Quertere 2 - 5e
Ever Employed (%)
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 19.0 15.8 +3,3%%
Querter 2 18.0 17 .2 +1.8
Querter 3 24.0 21 .1 +2.9
Querter 4 26 .5 23 .4 +3 .1
Quertar 5 28.5 24.9 +3 .6
[
Averege Totel Eerninge, Querters 2-5 [($] 1192 .47 1121 .78 +70.68
Averege Totel Eerninge [($]}
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 157 .48 135.10 +22 .36
Querter 2 188.08 186.70 +1 .39
Querter 3 272.17 238.90 +32.27
Querter 4 343.28 324.68 +18.58
Querter 5 388.93 370.50 +18.43
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 97 .6 97 .5 +0.1
Quertere 1 -~ 5 (%)
Averege Number of Monthe Receiving 12.82 12.84 ~-0.02
AFDC Peymente, Quertere 1 - 5
Ever Received Any AFOC Peyments (%)
Quarter of Random Assignment 96 .4 96.3 +0.0
Querter 2 84.5 94.3 +0.3
Querter 3 88.8 88 .0 -0.2
Querter 4 85.3 85.5 -0.2
Querter 5 81 .8 81 .6 +0.1
Averege Totel AFOC Peymente 3822.06 3818.15 +3 .81
Received, Quertere 1 - 5 ($]
Average AFDC Peymente Recaivad ($])
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 771 .25 772.67 -1.42
Querter 2 765 .56 761 .87 +3.68
Querter 3 716 .88 715.62 +1.36
Querter 4 883.689 684.44 ~0.74
Querter 5 674.58 673.56 +1.02
Sampla Size 889 670

SOURCE ANO NOTES: See Teble 5.1.  _132-




more than two years,

Recipients also differed from applicants in their post-random assign-
ment control behavior, For one, there was no dip in employment for
recipient controls in the first and second quarters since, unlike some
applicants, none had entered the sample because of the recent loss of a
Job., Instead, control group employment showed a gradual increase, begin-
ning in quarter two and continuing without let-up through the end of the
follow-up period,

This improvement may be due to one or both of two factors: (a) the
effect of WIN employability services; and/or (b) the lessening of child-
care needs that may have been an employment barrier for mothers who still
had a child too young to attend school. A youngest child turning six --
the normal age when a child starts school on a full-time basis -- was the
principal reason for classifying this group of recipients as mandatory.
Even more than the loss of a prior job for applicants, the fact that the
youngest child had entered school was a recent event in common for many
recipients. 10

From quarters two through five, 42,1 percent of the AFDC recipient
experimentals worked at some time, compared to 37.4 percent of controls.
The 4,7 percentage point difference 1s statistically significant. The
increase in the number of quarters with employment 1s also statistically
sigﬁif‘icant, although the quarter-by~quarter empioyment galns are not.
Earnings differences are positive but, again, not statistically
significant.

Despite the appfficant:/recipient differences in family and employment

backgrounds (and the differences in services described in Chapter 1), the
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impact differences between the two groups, as seen in the tables, are not
large. Worth noting is the somewhat lower immediate employment gain in
quarter two for recipients as compared to applicants. The difference of
about 3 percentage points -- a 4.7 percentage point applicant gain vs. a
1.8 point recipient gain -- is not statistically significant, but a
difference of similar magnitude does persist in two of the other three
follow-up quarters, At the fifth quarter, applicant experimentals had
gained 6.3 percentage points in employment; recipients 3.6 points. Thus,
the increases in the summary measures of "ever employed" and "number of
quarters with employment" are larger for applicants, although they are
statistically significant for both subgroups. Earnings impacts are also
larger for applicants,

No differences in welfare outcomes were apparent between experimental
and control recipients, All measures of incidence and amounts were, for
practical and statistical purposes, identical for both research groups.
The small savings in benefit expenditures brought about by program services
were all attributable to savings for the applicant experimentals, a finding
in accord with their greater increases in employment,

It is not clear how much importance should be attached to these
subgroup employment impacts, particularly since the applicant/recipient
differences were not statistically significant. Program operators often
expect larger impacts from services delivered to the more "employable"
subgroups, which in this case is applicants. But from the perspective of
much prior research, the findings run contrary to expectation. 1In several
studies of AFDC employment programs,11 the largest employment gains have

accrued to the subgroups with the poorest work records, for these subgroups
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contain individuals who have the greatest potential to be changed by
program participation,

Recipients in the Baltimore sample clearly did have a much weaker
record of prior employment than applicants, and recipient controls had much
lower employment levels throughout the follow-up. For example, applicant
controls were employed at the rate of 38.1 percent at the end of the
follow-up; recipient controls worked at only a 24.9 percent rate. The
potential for improvement would thus seem better for recipients, although
in this study, that improvement was not real ized, at least over this
follow-up period.

Thrée hypotheses can be advanced as possible explanations for the
comparative subgroup results: (a) the mix and level of services were less
effective for recipients in the short run than for applicants; (b) the
removal of barriers to employment and service provision under WIN meant
more for recipient controls than for applicant controls; and/or (c) the
greater attachment of recipients to the AFDC system, and their greater
dependence on support, inhibited employment that would have resulted in
case closures,

While overall the levels of Options services were virtually identical
for applicants and recipients, a point established in Chapter 4, there were
significant differences in the mix of job search, work experience and
training. The participation rate of the applicants in Job search was at
least 7 percentage points higher than that of recipients; in contrast,
their participation in work experience, education and training was from 5
to 12 percentage points lower than that of recipients. It is possible that

the emphasis on immediate job search for applicants created statistically
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significant employment impacts for that subgroup as early as quarter two,
the first admissible follow-up quarter. The effects of work experience and
training -~ the main activity of recipients =-- would probably not be
observed until at a later point, perhaps even after the end of the avail-
able follow-up,

The second hypothesis is particularly intriguing. It has already been
observed that a significant barrier may have been removed for the bulk of
recipients by the fact that their youngest child turned school age. This
occurred at the point of their entry into the research, independent of the
services of either WIN or Options. It is possible that some recipients who
participated in Options were women who were going to enter the labor market
anyway at this time and were capable of obtaining and holding employment
without special assistance. 1In this connection, it is pertinent to note
that, by the end of the follow-up, recipient controls had exceeded their
employment rate of two years earlier (the fourth prior quarter) by nearly 8
percentage points, while applicant controls had not yet even caught up with
their prior level.12

About the third hypothesis, there is little to say at this point. To
investigate this issue further, the next section of this chapter looks at

the effects of Options services on subgroups with different work histories.

G. Short-Term Impacts for AFDC Subgroups Determined
re=Progra oyment sto

One of the major contrasts between applicants and recipients is the
difference in their prior work records, This section looks at impacts

separately for indivicuals who had and did not have UI earnings sometime
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during the year prior to their referral to Options. Earlier studies of
prior-empl oyment subgroups have found that AFDC individuals without recent
work experience tend to exhibit the larger employment gains from group job
search and work experience.13 The post-program employment levels of this
"less employable™ subgroup, al though wusually much lower than the more
"job-ready" subgroup, represent a greater change from what would have
occurred in the absence of special services.

Table 5,8 displays impacts for the AFDC sample on summary and
fifth-quarter employment and welfare outcomes broken down by year-prior
employment, As seen at the bottom of the table, the sample was split
fairly evenly into two groups: those with no year-prior employment and
those with some year-prior employment, Each subdivision is of a sufficient
size that a reasonably large subgroup impact could have influenced the
overall program impact,

For all AFDC's, estimates of differential employment outcomes, shown
in the first panel of Table 5.8, are consistent with earlier experimental
research., Controls who did not work in the year before referral to Options
had considerably less than half the follow-up employment and earnings of
controls who had worked recently, Clearly the former subgroup was much
less 1ikely to obtain and hold work through their own efforts or those of
the WIN Program,

At the same time, these individuals reaped gains from the program that
were much larger than those of their more employable counterparts., The
not-previously-employed subgroup went from a control group base of 25.9
percent to a rate o’f 34.9 percent; this was a statistically significant

gain of 9.0 percentage points for the experimentals. In contrast, the
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ALL AFDC:
EARNING S,
FOLLOW-UP PERIOO,

TABLE 5.8

8ALTIMORE

8Y YEAR-PRIOR EMPLOYMENT STATUS
(NOVEMBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE]

SELECTED SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,
ANO AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT

Outcome end Follow—Up Period

ALl AFOC: Applicents end Recipiante

Experimentele

Controle

difference

e
Ever Employed, Querters 2 - 5 (%]
Averege Number of uuertereSWith
Employment, Querters 2 — 5

Ever Employed in
Querter 5 (%)

711

0.75
1.99

23 .1
52.9

0.55
1.90

16.8
50.0

+9,0% %%
+4.2

+0.,20%%*
+0.09

+6.3888
+2.9

Averege Totel Eegninge,
Querters 2-5 (%)

Averege Totel Eernings in
Querter 5 ($)

946 .87
3148.34

340.76
866 .00

608.76
3177 .28

219.72
877 .05

+338.11%*
-28.94

+121.05%#*
-11.04

Averege Number of Months Receiving
AFOC Peyments, Quertere 1 - 5

Ever Received Any AFOC Payments in
Querter 5 (%)

12.22
9.81

75.5
60.5

12.39
9.93

77.7
61.6

-0.17
-0.12

Averege Totel AFDC Peyments
Received, Quasrters 1 - 5 ($)

Averege AFOC Peyments Received in
Querter 5 ($)

3432.93
2596 .66

618.54
449 .59

3448.34
2589.42

633.25
464,40

Semple Size

55.2 %

Heve No Yeer—Prior Employment
44,8 % Heve Some Yeer—Prior Employment

1331

1372

SOURCE ANO NOTES:

Coefficients of Control veriesbles sre conetreined to

employment subgroupe.

See Teble 5.1
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subgroup that had worked recently had a much higher baseline rate of 66.9
percent, but experimentals bettered this rate by only 4.2 percentage points
for an improvement that was not statistically significant. The same
pattern -- a lower baseline but larger impacts for the individuals with the
weaker work history -- held true for the measures showing average number of
quarters with employment and employment in the fifth quarter,

The subgroup differences in earnings are even more dramatic, Controls
without pre-program employment earned only $609 per person during the year

between quarters two and five, This was less than one-fifth of the amount

that controls who had worked before earned ($3,177 on average). Yet, the

total Options effect on earnings was entirely due to the gain of the
subgroup that had not worked, for whom a statistically significant increase
of $338 per experimental was realized. No earnings gain at all was found
for the group with prior employment experience, These findings should not
obscure the fact that the most needy subgroup started from a lower level
and, despite its large employment and earnings gains, still contained a
majority of individuals who did not work during the follow-up period.

The gain in employment and earnings for the disadvantaged subgroup did
not translate into significant savings in welfare payments., There were no
significant reductions from the control levels by the experimentals in

either subgroup.

H. Short-Term Impacts on the AFDC-U Sample
The AFDC-U's form only a small portion of the mandatory welfare case-
load in Baltimore, Consequently, the Options sample contains a much

smaller number of AFDC-U's than AFDC’s. This means that any impacts




detected for the AFDC-U sample will have relatively little weight in the
total effect of the Options Program,

More importantly from the standpoint of estimation, the sample of
AFDC-U's was not large enough to yield reliable estimates of program
impacts.14 Those estimates, presented in Table 5.9, are discussed here
primarily to highlight patterns that might help to determine the
effectiveness of employability development programs for AFDC-U's. However,
the reader is cautioned against using the AFDC-U impact estimates to draw
any conclusions other than the lihited observations given below.

Experimental-control differences in employment were negative, although
none was statistically significant, In every quarter, employment rates
were higher for controls than for experimentals, And although the overall
mever-employed" proportion was similar for both groups, the average number
of quarters with employment was higher for controls.

Earnings for the Options group were also lower than those of controls
in every quarter, and the total loss in earnings from quarters two through
five was a statistically significant $1,389 per experimental, or 26.8
percent of the control group mean of $5,175. Quarter by quarter, a higher
percentage of experimentals than controls received welfare, and wel fare
payments were also higher, although no differences were statistically
significant. During the 15-month follow-up, controls received $2,489 in
welfare payments, on average, and experimentals $119 more (or an additional
4.8 percent).

In the absence of any clear or statistically significant employment
patterns, it would be unwarranted to conclude that Options activities kept

AFDC-U's from working in the regular labor market., However, the magnitude
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TABLE 5.9

8 ALTIMORE

ALL AFOC-U: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,
ANO AFOC RECEIPT OURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOO
(NOVEMBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

All AFoOC-U
Outcome end Follow-Up Period Experimentels Controle 0ifference
e
Ever Employed, Quertere 2 - 5 (%) 69.0 68.1 +0.9
Average Number of uuertereBWith 1.80 1.97 =-0.17
Employment, Quertere 2 - 5
Ever Employed (%)
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 30.2 34.5 -4.3
Querter 2 35.7 42,5 -6 .8
Querter 3 48 .6 48.9 -2.3
Querter 4 50.0 52 .6 -2.6
Querter 5 48.0 52 .8 -4.8
e
Averege Totel Eerninge, Quertaere 2-5 ($]} 3785.83 5174.84 -1388.00**
Averege Totel Eerninge ($)
Querter of Rendom Aseignment 286 .66 410,43 -123.77
Querter 2 535.39 676.64 -141 .25
Quarter 3 871.53 1372 .02 -400.49**
Querter 4 1188.00 1485.60 ~-296.61
Querter 5 1080.02 1630.67 ~550 .66%**
Ever Raeceived Any AFOC Peyment, 90.8 91.3 -0.5
Quertere 1 - 5 (%)
Averege Number of Monthe Receiving 7.83 7 .37 +0.48
AFOC Peymente, Quertere 1 - 5
Ever Received Any AFOC Peymente (%)
Querter of Rendom Aeeignment 87 .2 88.0 -1.8
Querter 2 70.8 88.1 +2.8
Querter 3 §2.9 48.0 +4.9
Quarter 4 48,2 41 .5 +6,7
Querter 5 42 .4 38.5 +2.8
Averege Totel AFOC Peyments 2807 .80 2488.29 +118.51
Received, Quertere 1 - 5 ($)
Averege AFOC Peymente Received ($)
Querter of Rendom Aesignment 860 .51 727 .81 -67.40*
Querter 2 s 618.70 601.14 +18.58
Querter 3 486 .54 431.80 +54.64
Querter 4 434,13 384.38 +88.,75
Querter 5 408 .81 363.85 +42 ,88
Semple Size 188 171

SOURCE ANO NOTES: See Teble 5.1.
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of these negative estimates does mean that employment effects on AFDC-U's
would not likely be large and favorable, even if the sample size were
larger.,

The experience of controls reveals why short-term employment gains for
AFDC=~U's may be elusive, Of primary interest are the sharply rising
employment rates for AFDC-U controls during the follow-up period and their
even more sharply falling rates of welfare rebeipt. Employment began in
the random assignment quarter at 34.5 percent and climbed to 52.6 percent
in quarter four, when it leveled off, At the same time, welfare receipt
started at 89.0 percent in the first quarter (a level similar to that of
the AFDC applicants), but then dropped by more than half to 41.5 percent in
quarter four., A modest decline continued into the final quarter.

Dynamic changes of this magnitude make it difficult for a broadly
aimed employability development program to register improvements in the
short run, There is a continual tendency for the control group to catch up
with and overtake the experimental group. In addition, efforts to provide
intensive remediation or skills development may lead to significant
negative impacts in the short run if training activities keep AFDC-U's out
of the job market for a time, The pay-off for this kind of an investment

might not be evident within just a year or two.
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CHAPTER 6

BENEFIT-COS ALYSIS

In this chapter, the impacts of the Options Program are compared to
estimates of its costs, This benefit-cost analysis, using the same
analytical approach followed in MDRC's evaluations of other employment
programs for welfare recipients, is designed to assess both the overall
economic efficiency of Options and its distributional effects. Separate
assessments are made for the AFDC and AFDC-U experimentals, as well as for
the two principal subgroups, AFDC applicants and recipients,

The first section of the chapter introduces the framework for the
analysis and outlines the general approach taken in valuing the various
benefits and costs. The second and third sections discuss the individual
benefits and costs, and present estimates of each for AFDC applicants and
recipients., The fourth section aggregates the results and examines their
sensitivity to the key assumptions used in the analysis, A fifth section
presents the benefit-cost results for the AFDC-U group. The last section
discusses the policy implications of the findings and identifies areas in
which further research would be useful, An unpublished MDRC paper provides

additional information about estimation procedures and data sources.,!

A, Analytical Approach
The analysis utilizes the accounting framework summarized in Table
6.1, in which the benefits and costs of Options are valued from three

different perspectives. One is the social perspective, where all benefits
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and costs are valued for socliety as a whole; the way in which they accrue
to groups in society is ignored. This is the appropriate perspective for
Judging the program's overall economic efficiency.

The other two perspectives examine the primary distributional effects
of the Options Program, The perspective of welfare applicants and recipi-
ents measures benefits and costs for members of the experimental group,
appraising whether these individuals fared better or worse because of the
program, The taxpayer perspective, in contrast, examines benefits and
costs from the point of view of everyone in society other than the welfare
applicants and recipients served by Options.2 This perspective can be
divided into narrower perspectives important to political decision-makers
-=- such as one that considers only direct effects on government budgets.

Two aspects of this framework are especially important. First, because
wel fare applicants and recipients in Options and taxpayers together make up
everyone in society, the benefit and cost values for these two perspectives
add up to the social value., Thus, transfers between the applicant/recipi-
ent group and taxpayers bring about no net change from the standpoint of
society, A reduction in welfare payments is one such transfer, where the
loss to applicants and recipients is matched ?y a corresponding gain for
taxpayers, and society does not gain or lose, On the other hand, benefits
or costs to one group that are not offset by costs or benefits to the other
group are included in the social calculation, because they produce a change
in the total resources available to society. Thus, while reduced welfare
payments do not affeqt soclety as a whole, a change in the administrative
cost of making these payments does: the gain to taxpayers is not offset by

a loss to the applicant and recipient group.




Second, a range of different benefits and costs is included in the
framework. Table 6.1 presents these components; indicates for each
perspective whether a component is an expected benefit, cost or neither;
and cites the data sources used in valuing each component, And, while the
the table lists each component under the benefit or cost heading according
to its expected net impact on society, components may affect the taxpayer
and the applicant/recipient group differently, as the example above}has
illustrated.

Several benefits and costs, however, could not be valued in this
analysis, These are primarily intangible items, such as the preference of
experimentals and others in society for working rather than receiving
welfare and the personal and family activities that Options enrollees
forego (notably taking care of their children) in order to participate in
the program. In addition, some of the out-of-pocket expenses incurred by
Options enrollees, as well as some of the transfer payments they received,
could not be estimated.

The dollar values of the benefits and costs were estimated by first
measuring the effects of the Options Program and then assigning a value to
them. Program effects during the observation period -- that is, the period
for which enrollment and impact data were available -- were estimated as
regression-adjusted mean differences in program enrollment and outcbmes
between experimentals and controls, 3 The data used to estimate these
differences include Unemployment Insurance and AFDC payment records, the
worksite survey, program enrollment records and information obtained from
program staff, Future effects were estimated by extrapolating observed

differences using assumptions.
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The program effects were valued in 1984 dollars based on publ ished
data, the worksite survey and program expenditure records. These dollar
values reflect the amount of tangible resources used, saved or produced as
a result of the program. Estimated future prbgram effects were discounted
to reflect 1984 dollars.

It should be noted that the benefit and cost estimates include effects
on all experimental group members, both program participants and nonparti-
cipants, This was done for two reasons, First, the Options Program can
affect the employment and welfare behavior of nonparticipants as well as
participants, primarily because of its mandatory participation requirement.
In addition, several costs are associated with both groups, including the
costs of contacting those eligible, registering and assessing them, obtain-
ing their compliance with the program participation requirement, and
sanctioning those who do not comply, as well as the program reporting and
administration costs expended for these activities.

The data used to estimate the benefits and costs were collected during
the period from November 1982 -- when random assignment began -- through
December 1984, Benefits and costs that accrued after December 1984 were
estimated on the basis of these data and a series of assumptions. The
length of the observation period for research sample members varied, rang-
ing from 12 to 25 months depending on the point at which an applicant or
recipient was randomly assigned. The average post-program observation
period was much shorter although it is difficult to say precisely what it
was because experimentals were eligible for Options services . throughout
their stay on the rolls, Moreover, even after they had completed their

primary program participation, many individuals continued to receive
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limited services, such as individual job search or occasional counseling
assistance.

Figure 6.1 shows that the average length of observation was 23 months
for an enrollee who entered the Options Program during the period from
November 1982 through March 1983. However, as the figure shows, the
typical enrollee did not enter his or her first program activity until
several months after random assigmment, and many more months could elapse
before the enrollee completed this and other activities or was défegister-
ed, Options enrollment was especially lengthy for those who participated
in work experience and education or skills training. Thus, although data
restrictions create uncertainty, the estimated amount of post-eligibili-
ty follow-up was limited, averaging from five to nine months for the
November through March group, depending on the program component(s)
entered..

The follow-up on the April through December 1983 group was even
shorter, averaging 16 months, of which one to four months could be consider-
ed the post-eligibility follow-up. Indeed, over 5 percent of this group
was still actively involved in classroom training or work experienée as of
December 1984, and an even larger proportion was either assigned to indivi-
dual Jjob search or was still eligible to receive program services, Thus,
no post-prognaml information 1is available for a substantial number of

Options participants.

B. Benefits
The tangible benefits of the Options Program considered in this

analysis include increased output, increased tax payments, reduced depen-
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dence on transfer programs, and reduced use of regular WIN Progranm
services. The estimates of these benefits are discussed below,.

1. Increased Output

One expected benefit of the Options Program was the increased produc-
tion of goods and services resulting from both subsidized and unsubsidized
work, First, participants who were assigned to work experience and on-the-
job training (OJT) positions provided Baltimore agencies and organizations
with labor services while obtaining job experience. Second, to the extent
that Options succeeded in increasing employment in regular labor market
jobs, a corresponding increase in output occurred. Because the benefits
associated with these two types of output are estimated using different
techniques and data sources, they are addressed separately in this
analysis,

Approximately one-fifth of the Options enrollees were assigned to work
experience positions in nonprofit organizations and public agencies. Some
of these positions were full-time, and others were only three days per
week, (For example, Jobs Plus I participants spent two days a week in job
search and three in work experience.) The work assignments lasted for
three to six months, or until a person was terminated, For each day
worked, the participants were paid a stipend (see the "Stipends and Support
Ser&ice Costs" section below). As indicated by the findings of the
worksite survey, the services they provided were valuable to the day-to-day
operations of the community organizations. Thus, because they benefited
the general community, the services are treated as a benefit to both
taxpa;ers and society as a whole in this analysis,

In addition, a small number of Options enrollees were assigned to OJT
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positions with private firms, in which the work was generally full-time,
Participants were paid a wage instead of an allowance, and because
employers paid half of these wages, the net value of the services they
received was the value in excess of these payments,

The value of the output produced by work experience and OJT partici-
pants was estimated as the supply price of the labor services provided, or
the cost to a community agency of obtaining alternative labor to supply the
same services, The supply price was estimated in two steps. First, the
program effect to be valued -- in this case, the average days of active
participation in work experience -- was calculated, using ESARS data to
determine the average length of enrollment in the component.5 However,
because this enrollment period included inactive as well as active time
(most notably the time after active participation had ended, but before
ESARS had recorded a change in status), average enrollment time was
converted to average work days (i.e., active participation days, excluding
weekends), using data on stipends paid to participants in work exper'ienc:e.6
The result was an estimated average for the AFDC group as a whole of .13
work days; for AFDC applicants and recipients, respectively, the average
was nine and 18 days.

Next, these estimates were multiplied by the estimated labor supply
price per work day. To errive at thi. estimate, the average relative
productivity of work experience participants was compared to that of
regular workers using data gathered from agency supervisors interviewed in
the worksite survey, For the AFDC group, participants on average were
found to be 100 percent as productive as regular entry-level workers in the

organizations to which they were assigned. Thus, the average number of
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hours participants worked per day provided an estimate of the time it would
take regular workers to perform the same service.” This estimate, in turn,
was multiplied by the average hourly compensation of the regular workers --
an hourly wage of $4.42 plus fringe benefits, a figure also derived from
the worksite survey data, This yielded the supply price estimate, which
then was multiplied by the estimate of the average days worked by partici-
pants to obtain the estimated value of output, For OJT participants,
employer contributions to participant wage payments were subtracted from
the supply price estimate to determine the net value,

The resulting estimate of the value of the output provided by the AFDC
experimental group -- including those who did not participate in work ex-
perience as well as those who did -- was $316 per experimental. When the
group as a whole was divided into applicants and recipients, the value of
output for AFDC applicants was $202; the value for recipients $436. This
difference reflects the fact that recipients were more likely than appli-
cants to be assigned to work experience and, once assigned, were more
likely, on average, to remain in the component longer.

Net output also increased because AFDC experimentals on average worked
more in regular labor market jobs than did controls., Experimental-control
differences in the earnings from these jobs are the basis for valuing this
increase, As seen in Table 6.2, the earnings differences reflect all avail-
able follow-up data on experimentals and controls from the.point of random
assignment through December 1984, not the five- or eight-quarter periods
used to present earnings impacts in Chapter 5. The estimated difference
for the AFDC group as a whole was $417 per experimental, Most of this gain

was experienced by the AFDC applicants, who earned $563 more than their
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TABLE 6.2
BALTIMDRE

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CDNTRDL DIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS, FRINGE BENEFITS,
AND TAXES PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL THRDUGH DECEMBER 1884, BY WELFARE STATUS

Componant of Analyaia Applicanta Racipianta Total
Earnings $563 $186 $417
Fringa Banafita 1D1 35 75
Taxaa
Fadaral Incoma Tax 64 -6 35
State Incoma Tax 24 -2 13
Social Sacurity Tax 39 14 29
Stete Selee end Exci#e Texee : ) . 2 4
Total Taxaa 132 7 B1
SDURCE: MDRC calculationa from Unamploymant Inauranca racorda and from publiahad

data on tax ratea and amployae fringa banafita,

NDTES: The raaulta ara baaad on a aampla of 1464 AFDC axparimantala and 14BB
AFDC controla, Howavar, tha asampla aizaa for applicanta and racipianta are togathar
amallar than tha asmpla aiza for all AFDC axparimantala dua to miasaing information on
walfara atatua, Tha diffarencas srs ragrasssion—adjuatad uaing ordinary laaat aquaras,
controlling for pra-random saaignmant charactariatica of aampla mambara., Bacauaa of
rounding, datsil may not aum to totala,
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counterparts in the control group. The difference in earnings for reci-
pients was a more modest $196 per experimental.

Under the assumption that labor and product markets are competitive, a
worker's compensation equals the value of his marginal contribution to
output.8 Thus, the increases in output attributable to Options can be

estimated as experimental-control differences in earnings plus non-wage

compensation. Using national data on fringe benefits provided in low-wage

jobs,9 the value of the non-wage compensation received by members of the
research sample was estimated as 18 percent of observed earnings. This
produced the estimates of fringe benefits shown in Table 6.2.

The value of output from both work experience and OJT assignments, as
well as regular Jjobs, was a benefit to society. In the case of work
experience and OJT, the benefit accrued to taxpayers, and because there was
no offsetting cost to the experimental group,1° there was also a net social
benefit, However, because employers did not demonstrate a willingness to
pay for this output -- in 0JT, employers did not have to pay full wages --
the estimated supply price of the output does not necessarily reflect
demand for 1it, On the other hand, the worksite survey does provide
evidence that organizations considered the work necessary and important.11

In the case of the regular jobs, taxpayers benefited from the net
increase in output, but because they also paid for it, the net benefit to
them was zero, Welfare applicants and recipients, on the other hand,
enjoyed an increase in earnings and fringe benefits, and this was a benefit
to them and to society. The principal source of uncertainty about this
benefit -- and, to a lesser extent, about the work experience output -- is

potential displacement, To the extent that increased employment leads to




displacement -~ that is, if experimentals take the place of other workers
who subsequently become unemployed ~~ the net social value is lower because
society has given up the output that would have been produced by the
displaced workers.12

2. Increased Tax Payments

As the income of the experimental group rises, so do the taxes the
group pays. Therefore, experimental-control differences have been esti-
mated for several types of taxes: federal and state income taxes, Social
Security payroll taxes, and state sales and excise taxes. For income
taxes, payments were imputed based on experimental-control differences in
earnings over an annualized threshold of $7,300, taking into account
pertinent federal and state tax rates, credits and exemptions, Social
Security taxes were calculated as a function of total earnings, using the
tax rates in effect at the time of the demonstration. Sales and excise
taxes were estimated on the basis of total income == earnings plus AFDC
and UI payments -- as well as relevant tax rates and average consumption
patterns,13

As seen in Table 6.2, the total increase in the taxes paid by the AFDC
group was $81 per experimental. Virtually all of this increase was borne
by the AFDC applicants, who lost one-fifth of their earnings gain to taxes.
This was primarily due to the relatively large increase in applicants!
earnings above the $7,300 threshold, an increase that was subject to income
taxes,

3. e ed Dependence o ransfer

Increased experimental group employment also led to reduced dependence

on transfer programs. Reductions occurred during the observation period in
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all four types of transfer payments considered in this analysis: AFDC,
Unemployment Insurance Compensation, Medicaid and Food Stamps. Experimen-
tal-control differences in AFDC payments were calculated wusing AFDC
payments data for the entire observation period; the result was a modest
overall difference per experimental of $29, as indicated in Table 6.3. The
difference was $61 for applicants and $20 for recipients. The reductions
in UI payments, computed using UI records, were also modest.

Because neither Medicaid nor Food Stamps data were available, experi-
mental-control differences for these transfers were imputed using other
data. Medicald regulations in force at the time of the demonstration
specified that individuals who were off the AFDC rolls for more than four
months were not eligible for Medicaid until and unless they began receiving
AFDC again. This was the basis for estimating the differences in Medicaid
participation,1u with experimental-control differences valued using the
average monthly payments made on behalf of Medicaid participants who were
public assistance recipients in Baltimore County during fiscal year 1984.15
The resulting estimates of the Medicaid reductions were small for the group
as a whole and both AFDC applicants and recipients,

Estimates for Food Stamps were made using several data sources. The
estimation process imputed experimental-control differences in the value of
Food Stamps for which a household was eligible by taking into account
income (earnings, AFDC and UI payments), the earnings disregard (18 percent
of earnings), and the medical and child-care deductions allowed in the AFDC
program, 16 The estimates generated by this procedure indicate that the
Food Stamps reductions were the most important of the transfer changes. As

shown in Table 6.3, the reduction for the AFDC group was $92 during the
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TABLE 6.3
BALTIMDRE
ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL OIFFERENCES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS

AND AOMINISTRATIVE CDSTS PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL
THROUGH OECEMBER 19B4, BY WELFARE STATUS

|
Type of Peyment or Coat ApplLicants Recipiants Total
Tranafer Peyments
AFDC® J $-61 $-20 $-29
UnemplLoyment Compansation ] -25 -16 -15
Mediceid | -20 -3 -4
Food Stamps -127 =77 -82
Total Trensfar Paymanta -233 -116 -140
Administrative Costa
AFDC® -7 -2 -3
Unamployment Compansation ; -2 -1 -1
Mediceid ' -1 b b
Food Stemps j -14 -B -1D
Totel Administretive Costs -24 -11 -14
SOURCE: MORC celculatione from AFDC end Unamploymant Inauranca paymants records
and from published date on Medicaid costs end welfare edministrative costs.

NOTES: Tha reaults ara basad on a sample of 1464 AFDC
AFDC controla. Howavar,

smeller than the sampla a
statua.,

axparimentela and 1488B
tha sampla aizas for applicants and racipienta ara togather
ize for all axperimentala duE to missing
Tha diffarancaa ara ragrassion-adjustad using ordinary la
controlling for pre-random asaignmant charactarist
rounding, deteil mey not sum to totel a.

information on welfere
ast squerea,
ica of sampla membars. Beceuae of

a
Includes AFDC end AFDC supplementel paymenta,

which are ona tima only
emargency peymenta for neede euch as ehelter,

clothing, end trensportation.

bEatimated valua lLaas than $0.50,




observation period, with the change for the applicants, at $-127, parti-
cularly large. The reason is the relatively large earnings increase of
this group and their relatively small welfare payment and UI reductions.
These together imply that there will be a reasonably large reduction in the
Food Stamps they are eligible to receive,

The estimated overall loss in transfer payments to AFDC experimentals
during the observation period was $140, or approximately one-third of their
earnings gain., The loss to AFDC applicants, at $233, was twice the size of
the reduction for recipients, Because these losses to members of the
experimental group were offset by corresponding gains to taxpayers, there
was no net benefit or cost to society as a whole,

The reduction in the use of transfer programs also freed administra-
tive resources, which benefited both taxpayers and society. Savings in
administrative costs for the four transfer programs were estimated by
mul tiplying the experimental-control differences in transfer payments by
the average administrative cost per dollar of transfer, estimated from

expenditure data obtained from the State of Maryland and from federal

government publications,17 The resulting administrative cost savings

estimates are given in Table 6.3, All of the savings were relatively small
and mirror the transfer payment reductions.

4,  Reduced Use of WIN Services

Members of the control group received regular WIN services during the
period covered by this study. The costs of these services need to be
considered just as Options costs are in a following section. . The benefits
of the WIN services have already been taken into account inasmuch as

program impacts have been estimated as experimental-control differences.




The costs of serving controls are treated as a "WIN cost savings"
benefit of Options rather than as an offset to program costs in order to
keep Options and WIN expenditures separate. These have been estimated by
mul tiplying the average length of controls' WIN enrollment by the average
operating cost of WIN per enrollment day, including the cost of WIN staff,
facilities and training positions. Cost savings in support services were

calculated by multiplying average enrollment by the average cost of WIN

allowances and child care per enrollment day.18 The result was a savings

of $111 in operating costs and $7 in support services per experimental.

5. Euture Benefits

The benefits in the preceding sections were estimated for the obser-
vation period from November 1982 through December 1984, but the analysis
also addresses the potential future benefits that occur after this period.
To do so, assumptions were made about the magnitude of future program
impacts and their values. Four elements required specific assumptions in
the extrapolation procedures: the base estimate, time horizon, decay rate
and the discount rate, 19

First, the base estimate selected for extrapolation was the experi-
mental-control impact difference (for example, the difference in earnings)
for the last two quarters of the observation period -~ July through Decem-
ber 1984, As the most recent evidence, it was judged the most appropriate
for this purpose,

Second, the time horizon over which the benefits were extrapolated was
set at five years from the point of random assigmment. This is approxi-
mately the average length of time families remain on AFDC.20 The selection

of this uniform horizon meant that benefits had to be extrapolated into the




future for different lengths of time, depending on a person's date of
random assignment. For example, for someone enrolling between November
1982 and March 1983, the observation period was approximately eight
quarters, and hence benefits had to be extrapolated for three years. For
those enrolling between April and December 1983, only five quarters could
be observed, leaving three and 3/4 years to be covered by extrapolation.

Third, the decay rate 1is the rate at which the base estimate is
assumed to change over time, This was particularly difficult to select for
this analysis because of the relatively short post-program observation.2!
Because of the uncertainty, three alternative assumptions were used. One
assumption -~ that there is no decay -- ylelds high estimates of the net
present value of the Options Program. Another assumption -- that there are
no future benefits, which is the same as assuming that the decay is in-
finitely high -~ is an extreme assumption that leads to clearly lower-bound
estimates of net present value, Between these two values is a two-part
"middle" assumption. It assumed, first, that the experience of those who
enrolled in the program from April through December 1983 in quarters six
through eight was the same as that of the November 1982 through March 1983
enrollees, 22 Second, based on previous research, it assumed that the
benefits for applicants decayed at an annual rate of 22 percent beginning
in quarter nine; for recipients (whose impacts showed no evidence of decay
over the observation period), this rate of decay was applied in the tenth
quarter.23

Finally, the discount rate was used to adjust future benefits to their
fiscal year 1984 dollar values. This reflects the value of foregone

investment during the post-observation years. A real discount rate -- that
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is, a rate adjusted for inflation -~ of 5 percent per year was used for
this purpose.zu

As indicated in Table 6.4, the alternative assumptions on the decay
rate were particularly important for the estimates of various program
benefits. For example, extrapolation roughly doubled the size of the
benefit when the middle estimate was added to the observed estimate; the
benefit almost tripled when the upper-bound assumption was used. In
contrast, the lower-bound assumption of no extrapolated benefits has the
effect of limiting the analysis to only short~term program effects -- that

is, those occuring only within the observation period.

C. Costs

The costs of the Options Program on a per experimental basis were
estimated ip three steps. 1In the first step, all the costs of the program
were identified, In the second step, the unit costs of the various Options
services were estimated based on all available cost and enrollment data.
Finally, the unit costs were assigned to different groups of experimentals,

depending on which program services they received.

1. Iotal Program Costs
Options costs were charged against a number of different program
accounts, all of which were taken into account in this analysis, The
following accounts were identified:
® The OMR contract for Options, funded by Baltimore City WIN
Titles IVA and IVC and by the Training and Employment Office

of the State Department of Human Resources, which covered most
Options stafif and virtually all non-personnel expenditures;

Other OMR program accounts, to which the costs for several
Options staff members,25 as well as all training fees were
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TABLE 6.4

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATED OBSERVED AND EXTRAPOLATED BENEFITS PER AFOC EXPERIMENTAL

b
Extrepoleted Benefits
Ehsarvada Lower Middle Upper
Benefit Variable Benafits Estimete Estimete Estimete
In-Progrem Output® $316 $0 $40 $40
Eerninge And
Fringe Benefits 491 o 4389 7B1
Tex Peyments B1 1] 166 262
Transfer Payments 140 (] 185 305
Tranefer Pragrem
Adminietretion 14 0 20 32
Reduced Uee of WIN 118 0 22 22
SDURCE: MDRC calculetions from workaite survey; Unemployment Inaurance

earnings and peymente records; AFOC peyments records; publiehed dete on Mediceid
costs, welfere edministretive costs, tex retes end employee fringe benefits; the
Merylend Employment Service Automated Reporting System; end WIN cost dete.

NOTES: Reeults ere expressed in fiecel yeer 19B4 dollers end therefore
will not precisely metch observed results presented in Tebles 6.2 end 6.3. The
totel semple includes 1460 AFOC experimentels end 14BB AFDC controls. Beceuee
of rounding, detail may not sum to totals.

BBesed on eveileble follow—up dete.

bExtrepoleted benefits ere eetimeted from the end of the
obaarvation pariod to fiva yaara from the point of rendom essignment. Lower
eetimetee essume no progrem impects beyond observetion period. Middle eetimetes
eseume impecte decline et en ennuel rete of 22 percent during extrepoletion
period. Upper estimetee eeeume no decey of progrem impects during extrepoletion
period.

cIncludee velue of output during Work Experience end On~The-Job
Treining componanta.
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charged;

¢ OIC program accounts other than its subcontract to OMR (which

was charged to OMR's Options contract), which paid for certain
staff costs not covered until the subcontract; and

e Title XX, to which part of the child-care costs were charged.

Expenditure data for these accounts, collected for the period from
October 1982 through December 1983, provide the basis for the cost
estimates made in this analysis, Based on these data, the total overall
estimated cost of Options during the five~quarter period was $1.3 million,

2. Unit Costs

Unit cost estimates were calculated for eight different Options
service functions: compliance, intake/assessment/orientation, job place-
ment, training, the group workshop, worksite development, stipends, and
support services., These functions are discussed in turn.

The “fcompliance”™ function covered several different activities:
discussing program participation requirements with enrollees, contacting
those who failed to meet these requirements, and initiating and carrying
out sanctioning procedures. These functions were performed entirely by
Options staff, The cost of these activities was estimated as a share of
the total Options staff and non-personnel costs during the five-quarter
data collection period.

This share was determined on the basis of a time study conducted in
both September and December 1983.26 Staff recorded the time they devoted
to these compliance activities as well as the time they spent on other
Options activities, personal 1leave and duties associated with other
programs, The total cost of compliance was then divided by the total

number of experimentals randomly assigned through December 1983, which
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yielded the unit cost of $23 per experimental., This was considered a fixed
cost for all experimentals because compliance activities potentially affect
everyone in the experimental group, regardless of whether or how 1oﬁg they
participate in Options.

The cost of intake, assessment and orientation -- tasks also conducted
by Options staff -- was estimated using the same time study data, It was
treated as a fixed cost of registering for the pﬁogram because most of the
activities included in the cost occurred at the point of registration or
shortly thereafter, Thus, the unit cost is the total estimated cost of the
function through December 1983 divided by the total number of Options
enrollees -~ determined using ESARS data -- registered by that time, That
estimate is $83 per Options registrant.

The job placement function refers to placement assistance provided by
Options to individuals at any point during their enrollment. As with the
first two functions, the cost of job placement was calculated using the
time study. Unlike the other functions, however, placement was treated as
a variable cost because assistance was provided on a more or less ongoing
basis, The unit cost of $.59 per enrollment day was computed by dividing
the estimated placement cost through December 1983 by the total number of
days individuals were enrolled in Options through that time. The estimated
number of active days -- again calculated using ESARS data -- included all
activity days between registration and termination, regardless of the
component assigned, because all Options participants were entitled to
receive this assistance.

The training category included a variety of education and vocational

training programs, Harbor City Learning Center provided most of the
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educational training, primarily remedial education courses, but numerous
organizations in the Baltimore area offered skills training. OMR paid the
fees and related costs, The weighted average cost of both types of train-
ing was $2,360 per experimental assigned to such training, as calculated
using data supplied by OMR.27T This was approached as a single fixed cost
because (1) the average length of time spent in training could not be
estimated accurately with ESARS data;28 (2) the training cost data were
difficult to disaggregate; and (3) Options staff'reported that most people
who started training completed it.

- The group workshop function includes all group assistance provided to
Options enrollees in job hunting techniques and the development of appro-
priate work attitudes and practices. Thus, it covered world of work and

the job search component of Jobs Plus I as well as group job search. The
cost of the workshop function through December 1983 was estimated using the
results of the time study, and the unit cost was obtained by dividing this
cost by the total days Options enrollees spent in a workshop through the
same December cutoff, The resulting unit cost of $12 per day was treated
as a variable cost for two reasons: enrollment time could be estimated
more accurately in this case than for tr'aining,29 and the amount of time an
enrollee spent in a workshop ranged from one week (in World of Work before
August 1983) to six months (in Jobs Plus I).

Worksite development, which was necessary for both work experience
(including Jobs Plus I) and OJT, covered all staff time devoted to the deve-
lopment and monitor'__ing of worksites, The cost of this function for work
experience assignments was estimated on the basis of the time study. This

cost was then divided by the number of enrollees assigned to the component
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before December 1983, calculated using ESARS data, which resulted in a $262
unit cost, Worksite development was treated as a fixed cost primarily
because most of the staff time devoted to this function was related to
worksite development, a required task no matter how long an individual
stayed in work experience. OJT worksite development was conducted
separately by non-Options OMR staff, but it was assumed that the unit cost
was the same,

Payments were made to Options enrollees who participated in group job
search, work experience and classroom training -- in most cases, a weekly
stipend of $30. (During the early months of program operations, $60 was
paid to group job search participants when they found jobs, but this
practice was discontinued. Participants in OJT positions were another
exception; their wages were paid half by the employer and half by the
program,) Because stipends differed based on the length of enrollment,
they have been treated as a variable cost, The estimated unit cost is
$3.34 per enrollment day in a group workshop (enrollment days include time
for which no stipends were paid, such as weekends and days a person did not
show up), $3.92 per day enrolled in work experience, and $3.88 per day in
training. The cost to the Options Program of OJT wages was $9.46 per
enrollment day.

Finally, costs were incurred for the two types of support services,
The first was child care, paid for partly by the Options contract and
partly by Title XX (of the Sociai Security Act) funds, The second covered
reimbursements for transportation, which was paid entirely by Options. The
cost of child care per enrollment day was $.56 in group job search, $.63 in

work experience and 0JT, and $.56 in training, The transportation cost was
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$.29 per day for group job search, $.20 per day for training, $.13 for work
experience, and $.06 per day for individual job search,

3. Cost of Serving Enrollees

With these unit costs, the costs of serving an individual or épecific
groups of individuals can be estimated based on their program experiences,
The elements needed to make such estimates are summarized in Table 6.5.
The left-hand column lists the different program statuses, and the two on
the right depict the cost implications of each status. The middle column
indicates the fixed unit costs; for example, there was a fixed cost of $83
for intake, assessment and orientation of all persons who registered. The
right-hand column lists the variable costs -- such as group workshop costs
-- that depended on the length of time a person remained in the component.

In addition, the Options Program incurred administrative and indirect
costs that have to be taken into account. This category includes paperwork
not associated with the other program functions, supervision of the staff
who perform the functions, and general administration (executive, fiscal,
communications, planning and similar activities). After the total cost of
these activities was determined, an adjustment was made to subtract that
part of the cost related to MDRC's research.30 3 pro-rated share of the
rest of the administrative cost was then allocated to all program functions
involving Options staff -- that is, all.functions except education and
skills training, stipends and support services., The amount of this share
was 42.4 percent of the unit costs estimated above.

The estimated costs of serving AFDC experimentals through December
1984 are presented in Table 6.6. The costs are the product of the unit

costs listed in Table 6.5 and the average units for each group -- that is,




TABLE 6.5

BALTIMORE

COST ELEMENTS OF OPTIONS, BY PROGRAM STATUS

Progrem Stetue

Fixed Costaa

Verisble Coste®

Exparimantel

Registrent

P c
Training

d
Group Workehop

Individuel Job Saarch

Work Experience

0JT

Compliance
Adminiatration

Inteke/Aaeeeement/

Oriantetion
Adminietretion

Training

Workeite davelopment
Adminiatration

Workeita devalopmant
Adminiatration

Job plecemant
Adminietretion

Stipande
Support earvicae

Group workehop
Adminietretion
Stipande

Support earvicae

Support earvicee

Stipenda
Support sarvicaa

0JT paymente

NOTES: eF'ixad coete era datermined by an individual'a entry into a program
atatus, while veriebla coete era determined by tha length of time tha individuel
remeina in that atatua,

bA pro-reted ehara of administretiva coete wee sltloceted to aech
functionel cetagory of diract oparating coete (e.g., intekal.

®Includae Ramadial Education and Skilla Training componanta,

d
Includae Group Job Saarch and World of Work compona%te. ee well ee
Jjob eaarch days includad in Joba Plue I,
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TABLE 6.6

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATEO OPTIONS PROGRAM COSTS PER AFOC EXPERIMENTAL
THROUGH OECEMBER 1884, BY WELFARE STATUS

Coet Verieble 1 Applicente Recipiente Totel
Optione Opereting Coete
Complience Activitiee $33 $33 $33
Inteke/Assesement 100 104 102
Job Plecement Activitiee 48 63 66
Group Workehop® 179 211 19086
Work Experiencs 48 a0 70
Treining 255 333 297
On-the-Job Treining 4 8 6
Stipende 128 194 181
Child Care . 22 34 28
Treneportetion 2] 12 10
Totel Optione Opereting Coete $828 $1080 $857

SOURCE: MORC time study of OMR and 0IC eteff time epent on Optione; MORC
celculetione from the Merylend Employment Service Autometed Reporting Syetem end from
OMR end Merylend Oepertment of Humen Reeourcee coet dete, .

NOTE: The reeulte ere besed on e eemple of 1484 AFOC experimentele. _
Howsver, the eemple sizes for epplicente end recipients are togsthsr smsllsr thsn the
eemple size for ell experimentsls due to mieeing informstion on welfsrs ststus,
Estimstes ere evsrege totsl costs incurred for experimentele only, ee no controle
perticipeted in Optione., B8eceuee of rounding, deteil mey not sum to totsle,

eGroup Workehop includes Group Job Sesrch snd World of Work components,
88 well se group Job sesrch deys included in Jobe Plue I.
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the average number of assigmments to an activity (for the fixed cost) or
the average length of enrollment (for the variable cost) per experimental.
The overall cost per AFDC experimental was $957. Training and group work-
shop costs accounted for much of this total. The cost per recipient at
$1,080 was higher than the cost per applicant ($828), principally because
recipients were assigned more often to training and work experience.

Costs incurred after December 1984 were estimated in a manner parallel-
ing the extrapolation procedure used to estimate future benefits, Again,
three estimates were needed. First, the lower estimate of future costs was
zero ~- that is, it was assumed that no program costs were incurred for the
research sample after December 1984, Second, for the middle estimate, it
was assumed that (1) all the costs associated with experimentals enrolling
between November 1982 and March 1983 were incurred during the observation
period, and (2) that the costs incurred after December 1984 by those
enrolling between April and December 1983 mirrored the experience of the
early enrollees during the last six months of the observation per'iod.31
The upper estimate of future costs stayed the same as the middle estimate.

Taxpayers bore the entire cost of the Options Program. However, the
costs of stipends, child care and transportation -- almost $200 per experi-
mental -- were direct benefits to applicants and recipients, and thus
constitute transfers that do not figure in the net present value from the
social perspective, These payments to experimentals were partly offset by
the out-of-pocket expenses they incurred. However, only the out-of-pocket
expenses for work experience participants -- which were estimated using the

worksite survey -- are included in this analysis.
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D. Overall Results

The results for each of the benefit and cost components discussed in
this chapter -- all discounted to reflect fiscal year 1984 dollars -- are
presented in Table 6.7. The various components have been summed together
to estimate the net present value of the Options Program, which is the
estimated difference between the present value of total program benefits
and total program costs, Upper, middle and lower estimates of all
components and of net present value are indicated in the table. These
correspond to the alternative extrapolation assumptions discussed in
earlier sections of this chapter,

The results shown in Table 6.7 are notable in that the Options
Program's short-term benefits for the AFDC group exceeded its costs from
the perspective of soclety as a whole, regardless of the assumptions made
about future benefits, The social net present value of $159 without any
future benefits is considerably higher if extrapolated benefits (with or
without decay) are taken into account,

However, the overall magnitude of social net present value depends on
which assumption is used for future benefits, and they are subject to
considerable uncertainty, Figure 6.2 depicts the net present value of
Options over time, The bold line shows its path during the observation
period. The net value was negative during the first year since most of the
program costs were incurred during this time, but there were sufficient
benefits in the last two quarters of the observation period to raise the
value above zero, (The vertical line indicates the point at which the
estimated social net present value becomes positive,) What happens after

the observation period depends on the assumptions used about future




[penujiuo2)

*9904n09 @90yl Jo suoj3disosep J0y Ix03 885 “e3}jeueq 8bujuy esholdwe pue ‘883104 X03 ‘93900 940 l9M UD @36p peyse jqnd fajep
1800 993Jn080Y UGWNH Jo juewisedeQ Pue) Al9y pue ‘HYAD *NIM ‘weisks Buijsodey pejswoany 89} As8S Juswhojdwl puad)huel @9yl 24AeAdnNe @3 |9)Jom fBproded
sjuswied JQ4y fepuooes @auednsul juswiojdweuf) WoJy BUO 391N 1080 JHOW {euojidg uo jueds Bwj}l $3038 JIQ0 PUE HWO JO0 ApPni3is awi3 JHOW $324N0S

eges €L9% 896 s G98 LYSs 2:1] oges- 6EVS BSl$ [8380) 8nu N s3440ueg) 8n1EA JuB8EJd 108N
8EOL S~ 8618 oves- BEOLS— B6LS oves- 6v8 8- :N4% ] ELLS- 83180) 1830])
0 ve- ve- 0 ve- ve- 0 Le- [ sesuedx3 3e3004d-40-3nQ juedioirasg
g2z~ eze 0 2ege- cée 0 6 - 61 0 882§ AJeg j40ddnS pue 882U MDY
gle- 0 9.8~ gLe- 4] 918— 28~ 0 2S¢~ 93009 Bujjresedg wesboug
81009
LEELS Sivs g081ls EOLLS 6vES estvlis 6998 £9cs cE6 s 831} j0ueg 10301
6 6- 0 6 &- 0 L L= 0 9033 Ad05 240ddns NIM
ctl 0 2€E}) ctl 0 2El (2 0 Ll ©380) Buyjesedp NIM

880} AJBS NIM JO @8 peanpey

0g 0 og €2 0 €e (23 0 (% swesBougyg
JOYl0 JO 931800 ©A}I0IIBjULWPY pRINpEY
9l 0 el (2% 0 (2% € 0 € 83909 SAJ30JI9 jUWPY D04V peanpey
L6e L& c- 0 Gsce Ggee- 4] [N [ 0 swsJBoud 4oy wousy sjuawieg poanpey
evl evi- 0 oot 00l- 0 6¢ 6e- 0 sjuswhag J04v peanpey

swsaBouyg Jejoued] jo @8 peonpey

EVE EvE- 0 e re- 0 18 18- 0 sjuswied xet peseasoul
0 azlel elel 0 0€E6 oes 0 [1:34 [1:34 juewhojdw3y wousy 3indanQ pesasJsau]
9GES os 9GES$ 9GEs os 9SES BLES os 9lE$ anding 8ouejJsadx3 NJOM JO @nI6A

sjuedjoizsed Kq peonpoad andanQ

83} jeusg
49 Aed quatdiaey 12208 J8 Ked jue djoesy jes205 49 Ked jue ydioey je 008 s jekjouy jo jusuodwo)d
-xat /3uea}jddy -X0} /3uveoy jddy -x@] /3ueay jddy
aaj3oededagy Buggunoooy
ucucs—unw Jeddp m nouos—unw 81PPIN “ nauns.unm Jomo

JAIL03dSH3d ONILNNOIIV A8 IVINIAIHIAXI J0d4V H3d S1S0D ONV SLI43IN3I B 03LVWILS3I

JYOAILIVE

L9 3768vL

-172-




*(pojued
uoj3eAJe8q0 BYy] Je3je 83dedwy eeey3s Jo Aedep ou Bujwnsse pegejodesixe s30edw;) 89 jBUBQ @JNINJ PEJEW|IBE EPNJOU| BBJEW[IBEO gonnzu

*upjesndsip Joj Ix83 885 °(Pojued uojleAl@8qO eys Je3lje juessed 22 JO ejed ienuue
ue 38 Aedep 832edw} ey3 38y3 Bujunese pejlejodesixe eJue 839edw}) 83800 Pu® 93} J8UBQ BJNINJ JO B80JEW}380 OPNIJU} 9OJEWEIB0 B1PPIN
«

q
*9°g pue ‘g°g
‘29 ©@8)qel uy pejusesJd 88O0Y3 Yd23e0w JOU Op 8IUNOWe JE]I1OP ‘PEJUNODIS|P 848 83 INBEJ ©88Y] 82US *(pojased uojjerseeqo eyl puokeq uojrelodedixe

ou 8¢ 8Jeys ‘sy 3ey3} s3dedwy euniny Jo SejewiIes B8PNJJuf 30U Op enyy pud ¢s3doedwi wesBoud peasesqo Kjuo jussedsded eejewi3lee Jemol

“810303 03 wn9 j0u Aew jje3e8p ‘Buipunos jJo esnedeg °"8Je)1]1O0P VBE) JOOA Jede4J

u)} pessssdxe eJ4e pue ‘juewubjese wopuss jo jujod eys 3e Bujuuibeq uozjJoy ewiy JeeA-8A}) @ JOJ PBIGW}IS0 9.0 ©380D pue B3}JeUSq 1Y 3800 @

83024puy sjunowe eaj3ebeu 43| jeueq @ 8303pPUf BIJUNOWE BA}34804 °"BJEquBw 8)1dwes Jo 8D§38},40300J0Yyd juewubjeee wopues-edud uoy Buyjjouquoo *sesenbs

3888} KuseuipJyo Bujen pejenfpe-uo;sesJsbes 8ue @BwWOO3INO pejBwW(38e Y 'eUD}I83ID8dXe 30U ‘BPWDOIND JEN3IVe 31001jeJ Peluseedd 83 1NBEJ Y] ‘JBAGMOH
“eAj3dedssed 194209 8y3 wWoJj en}eA Jjoey3 Bujpuebes suoypjegdedxe fjuopJd @ 03 Bujpuodoe 83800 JO @3} jeueq 89 Pe3IBj] 4@ sjueuodwo)d $S310N

(penujguoa) ¢£*9 378vL

-173-




FIGURE 6.2

SOCIAL NET PRESENT VALUE OF OPTIONS PROGRAM
OVER TIME, PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL

NET PRESENT VALUE (DOLLARS)
1500 p

1200 ¢
900

600

300 |

~300

YEARS AFTER RANDGOM ASSIGNMENT

KEY
mmmsssse Net Present Value in Observation Period
Middle Estimate of Net Present Value in Post-Observation Period

...... Lower and Upper Estimates of Net Present Value in Post-Observation Period

SOURCE: MDRC time study of OMR and OIC staff time spent on Options; MDRC
calculations from Unemployment Insurance records; AFDC payments records; worksite
survey; the Maryland Employment Service Automated Reporting System; WIN, OMR, and
Maryland Department of Human Resources cost data; and published data on Medicaid
costs, welfare administrative costs, tax rates and employee fringe benefits.

NOTES: Vertical line indicates "break-even point" at which program net
benefits equal net costs. Results are expressed in fiscal year 1984 dollars.
Iower estimate represents observed program impacts with no extrapolation, while
middle and upper estimates extrapolate program impacts for five years, with
decay and with no decay assumptions respectively.
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benefits, The upper and lower assumptions on the decay of future benefits
yield the range of potential values indicated by the shaded area in the
figure, The estimated net present value based on the middle assumption is
shown by the line between these bounds.

The net value of Options to AFDC experimentals is very clear. No
matter which assumption about future benefits is used, the net present
value from that perspective is highly positive, However, when the net
present value of the program is examined from other perspectives, different
findings emerge. The net present value from the perspective of taxpayers
is totally dependent on future benefits. Without extrapolated benefits,
taxpayers lose an estimated $280. With future benefits estimated on the
basis of the middle assumption, taxpayers gain an estimated $65. Using the
upper-bound assumption, the net present value to taxpayers is an estimated
$293. Thus, depending on which assumption is used, all or most of the
social net present value of Options accrued to AFDC experimentals,
 Taxpayers broke even, more or less,

When benefits and costs are assessed from a narrower "government
budget" perspective, the picture is somewhat less positive, Although all
benefits but one constitute budgetary gains, the value of the labor
services that work experience pabtieipants provided to community agencies
did not directly affeet government budgets, This means that, from a
budgetary standpoint, benefits offset most, but not all, of the costs of
the Options Program.

Disaggregating the results for AFDC applicants and recipients produces
an interesting contrast, As indicated in Table 6.8, Options' social net

present value for AFDC applicants is certainly positive, even without
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TABLE 6.8

8ALTIMORE

ESTIMATEO B8ENEFITS ANO COSTS FROM THE SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE
PER AFOC EXPERIMENTAL, B8Y WELFARE STATUS

1
Welfars Stetus end Component of Anelysie Lowsr Estimste‘ Middla Estimstab Upper Eatimatac

Applicants

Senafits
Valus of Work Expariancs Output s202 $235 $235
Incraasad Output from Employmsnt 663 17 41 2402
Reducsd Usa of Transfar Programa 24 44 57
Reducsd Uss of WIN Sarvicas 90 106 106
Costs
Progrem Opareting Coats -662 -708 -708
participant Out-of-Pcckst Expanseas -13 -16 -16

Net Prssent Valus for Applicsnte
[8ensfits Minus Costa] $304 $1402 $2076

Recipiants

gsnafits
Vslue of Work Expunriencs Output $436 $479 $478
Incrsasad Output from Employmsnt 231 657 a08
feducsd Uss of Transfsr Programs 11 31 39
Rsducad Usa of WIN Ssrvicsae 133 158 158
Costs
Progrem Oparating Costs -831 -913 -913
Participsnt Qut-of-Pocket Expenass -29 -32 -32

Nst Preeent Values for Racipisnts
[8ensfits Minus Costs] -$49 $380 $540

SOURCE: MDRC time study of OMR and OIC steff tims spent on Optione; MORC calculations from Unamploymant
Insurence racords; AFOC payments records; workaita survsy; ths Mary Land Employmsnt Servica Automated Reporting
System; WIN, OMR, end Maryland QOapertmsnt of Human Ressources cost detaj; publiehsd date on walferes costs, tax
rates, and amployea fringa banafits, Sea text for deacriptions of thasa sources.

NOTES: Componants are Lietsd as benafits or costa sccording to a priori axpectations ragsrding their value
from ths social parspesctive, Howsvsr, the rasultes prssantad rsflact actual outcomaa, not expactations. ALl
sastimatsd outcomas ara ragreasion-adjustsd using ordinary Llsast squaras, controlling for pre-random ssaignmant
cherecteristics of sempls members. Positive amounte indicata a bensfit; nsgativs amounts indicata & cost, ALl
benafite and coste are satimated for s five-ysar tims horizon baginning at the point of rendom eesesignment, end ere
axpressed in fiecatl year 1984 dollere, Beceuse of rounding, deteil may not eum to totels,

[}
Lower esatimetes rapresant only obesrved progrem impacte, end thus do not include satimates of
future impects (that is, there 18 no extrapolation bsyond ths observetion psriod]). Since theesa rasults are

diecountsd, dollar emounts do not match thoaa prssantad in Tables 6.2, 6.3 and 6.6.

b
MiddlLe astimatas include aetimetes of future bensfits end coets (impacta ere axtrapoleted essuming
that the impacts dacey at an annuel rete of 22 percent after the obeservetion psriod). See text for discuesion,

c
Upper sstimataa include astimatad futura banefits (impacts axtrapolatad assuming no decay of theae
impacts aftar tha obsarvation pariod].
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future benefits, For recipients, however, the social net present value
requires extrapolated benefits in order to be positive. Both the middle
and upper assumptions make the net present value positive for recipients,
the latter increasing it to $540.

The underlying story is suggested by Figure 6.3. Applicants! net

present value rises rapidly to a positive value before the end of one year
of observation. It continues to climb beyond that time, bringing the net
present value of the program to between $300 and $2,100, depending on the
assumption used, In contrast, recipients participated more often. in
training and work experience, both relatively expensive components
requiring a longer tenure, Partly because of this, there were higher
.short-term costs and lower short-term benefits for recipients than for
applicants, Thus, the net present value for recipients was still negative
by the end of the observation period, and an oyerall Judgment about the
social efficiency of the program cannot be reached without making
assumptions. Under the middle estimate, society reaches the break-even
point in the second quarter after the end of the observation period.

Although not presented in a table, the distributional effects of
Options are also sensitive to extrapolated benefits. While the value of
the program to both applicants and recipients is positive regardless of
assumptions, this is not true for the taxpayer perspective. The net
present value of serving AFDC applicants is negative without future
benefits, but positive if those benefits are included. The value for
recipients is negative under all sets of assumptions, but taxpayers come

closer to breaking even if the upper assumptions are used.
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FIGURE 6.3

 SOCIAL NET PRESENT VALUE OF OPTIONS PROGRAM OVER
TIME PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL , BY WELFARE STATUS

NET PRESENT VALUE (DOLLARS)
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E. Findings for the AFDC-U Group

The picture is quite different for the AFDC-U group. As indicated in
Chapter 5, the impact of Options on earnings and welfare outcomes proved to
be negative, although the estimates were based on data for a relatively
small number of experimentals and controls, As shown in Table 6.9, this
resulted in negative "benefits"™ in all benefit categories except Unemploy-
ment Insurance, in-program output and the savings associated with the
reduced use of the Program,

However, lower costs were incurred for the AFDC-U group than for the
AFDC's, primarily because the AFDC-U's were less frequently assigned to
group Jjob search, training and work experience, In addition, because on
average they remained in the program a shorter time than the AFDC group,
the costs of their stipends and support services were considerably lower.
Nonetheless, these lower costs could not offset the negative benefit
findings.

As a result, as shown in Table 6.10, the estimated net present value
of the program was negative for the AFDC-U group from all perspectives,
regardless' of the assumptions made about future benefits. The reduced
earnings of the experimentals was the primary reason for these negative
results from both the .soeial perspective and that of the applicants and
recipients., The lower earnings may have been caused in part by the fact
that some of this group -- a generally more employable one than the AFDC's
-- participated in training and work experience, and this may have reduced
the amount of their active job search compared to controls., It may also
reflect, to some extent, the relative effectiveness of the regular WIN

services for the control group -- a treatment thét emphasized quick
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TABLE 6.8

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATEO EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL OIFFERENCES IN BENEFITS ANO COSTS
PER AFDC-U EXPERIMENTAL THROUGH OECEMBER 18B4

Benefite Velue Coste Velue
Esrnings $-1488 Options Opereting Coste
Complience Activities $33
Fringe Benefite -270 Intske/Assesement 100
Job Plscsment gct1v1tiea 3B
Tsxes Group Workshop 144
Fsdsrsl Income Tsx -253 Work Experience 4B
Stete Incoms 18X -87 Treining 175
Sociel Security Tsx -105 On-The-dJob Trsining 4
Stete Sslss snd Excise Texes -10
Stipende 60
Trenefer Peyments
aroc’® 467 Child Cere 15
Unemployment Compensetion -13
Mediceid 61 Trensportetion 6
Food Stemps 49

Trensfsr Peyment
Administretive Coste

aroc® 50
Unsmployment Compsnsstion -1
Medicsid 3
Food Stsmpe 5
In-Progrem Outputc 290

Reduced Uee of WIN
WIN Opereting Coets g2

WIN Suppport Servicee 6

SOURCE: MORC time etudy of OMR snd OIC steff tims spent on options; MORC
cslculetions from worksite survsy; Unsmploymsnt Insursnce recorde; AFOC peyments
recorde; publiehed dete on welfere coete, tex retes end employee fringe
benefits; the Meryland Employment Service Autometed Reporting System; WIN, OMR,

snd Marylsnd Oepsrtmsnt of Humsn Rssources cost dsts,

NOTES: The rssults ere beeed on 8 eemple of 166 AFDC-U experimentele end
1B2 AFOC-U contraols. The diffsrences far eernings, tsxse, trsnefer psymente, end
trenefer peyment edministrstion ere regrsseion-sdjusted using ordinery lLeeet
squeree, controlling for pre-rendom seeignment cherscteristics of ssmple
membere. Optione opereting coete ere everege totel coete incurred for
experimentals only, ee no controle perticipeted in Optione. Similerly, the
benefit Reducecd Uee of WIN Servicee ie the estimeted totel coet of eerving

controls in WIM, eince no experimentelo perticipeted in WIN. Becauee of
rounding, dsteil mey not sum to totele.

ﬂIncludaB AFEDC end AFDC eupplemsntel peyments, which ere one tims
only emsrgsncy psymsnts for needs such se ehelter, clothing, end traneportetion.

bGroup Workshop includee Group Job Sesrch snd World of Work
Components, es wsll es group job sssrch dsys includsd in Jobs Plus I.
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placement into jobs because little money was available for employment and
training assistance.32 Also, given the small AFDC-U sample size, the
results may merely reflect statistical imprecision. But, for whatever
reason, Options was not an effective approach for the small group of AFDC-U

experimentals that entered the research sample.

F. o sions
There is enough evidence from this evaluation of the benefits and
costs of Options to draw several conclusions. about program effectiveness,

However, several important questions about Options as a policy approach

cannot be answered without additional data.

One conclusion is that the program appears to be an efficient use of
social resources. The estimated benefits of serving the AFDC group
exceeded costs from the standpoint of society as a whole by at least $159
per experimental, and perhaps by as much as $1,000. The social benefits
generated by the program were sufficient to offset its costs in a little
over one year, The benefits that accrue to society after that time simpiy
increase the. program's value,

However, it is difficult to estimate the magnitude of these future
benefits because of the limited length of the evaluation’s follow-up
period. The Options.Program treatment -- which permitted participants to
receive several different types of services, including remedial education
and skills training -- was designed to have long-term effects on partici-
pants, Moreover, some of the intensive sgwices could last well over a
year and could then be followed by individual Job search or placement

assistance, Thus, because this analysis is based on only five to eight




quarters of follow-up, a range of estimates of the net social value of the
programs has been provided.

Another firm conclusion is that Options improved the situation of AFDC
applicants and recipients, This improvement resulted primarily from the
increases in earnings they enjoyed and, to # lesser extent, from stipends
they received while in the program., Although these gains were offset to
some degree by three factors -- reduced transfer payments, increased taxes
and out-of-pocket expenses -- a net increase in income was still apparent.

On the other hand, it is not as clear that taxpayers benefited from
the program. The program's range of services resulted in higher costs than
those incurred by less comprehensive program approaches. While Options'
short-term effects on transfer payments, taxes and community services
offset a substantial part of the total costs, the overall outcome depends
on the magnitude of future benefits, about which there is uncertainty. The
problem is worse if one assesses the value of the program from a purely
budgetary standpoint, because this eliminates the value of work experience
services -- a short-term benefit -- from consideration, meaning that the
program's value is almost entirely dependent on future benefits. Again,
additional follow-up data would help resolve this uncertainty.

Furthermore, it can be concluded that the Options Program affected
various subgroups of the experimental group differently. The program
clearly generated a higher net present value in the short-run for appli-
cants than for recipients. However, the longer-run picture is less
certain, because the net benefits produced for recipients were steadily
. 1nere§sing at the end of the observation period. More follow-up is needed

to draw a firm conclusion, Another conclusion subject to uncertainty is
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the program's lack of effectiveness for the AFDC-U group. In this case,
the uncertainty would need to be addressed with a larger sample rather than
additional follow-up data,

Finally, the results demonstrate that judging a program like Options
on the basis of only its direct costs and AFDC savings would be highly
misleading, even from the perspective of the taxpaying public., The bene-
fits of in-program output, reduced Food Stamps, increased tax payments and
the reduced use of WIN were all substantially more important to taxpayers
than the reduction in AFDC payments,

The overall results indicate that Options is an effective program,
How effective it is cannot be fully assessed because the program was
intended to have long-term effects on the people it served, and the
evaluation was limited to a short period of time. Also, as indicated
earlier in this chapter, the analysis does not take into account intangible
effects of the program that could not be measured. However, the available
information does indicate that Options clearly improved the situation of
welfare applicants and recipients at a cost to taxpayers that is largely or
entirely offset by the savings and gains they receive as a result of the

program,
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CHAPTER 7

c 0 T SIC OYMEN'

TRAINING PROGRAM OF WICOMICO COUNTY
This chapter will discuss the Basic Employment Training Program (BET)
of Wicomicc County, focusing primarily on patterns of participation. As
noted in the first report, Wicomico County is a largely rural area, in
which food processing plants are important to the local economy. Thus, the
setting for BET and the population it serves are quite different from those
of the Baltimore Options Program, as are the two program models themsélves.
While no direct comparison is therefore possible, it is inevitable that
these first two Employment Initiatives will be discussed in such terms:
both did attempt, as described in Chapter 1, to improve on the record of
the WIN Program in enhancing the employability and employment of the AFDC
population, Certain points are therefore highlighted and contrasted in_
this chapter to explain some of the similarities and variations in
participation levels and the character of the targeted populations. To
facilitate this description, the chapter parallels Chapter 4 in subject

matter,

A, he rogram Desi

As explained in Chapter 1, the BET Program was designed as a "satura-
tion" program, aiming to provide employability services to all WIN-manda-
tory applicants for and recipients of AFDC in Wicomico County. It replaces
the WIN Program in the area, and i1s expected to serve about 500 persons a

year. In this, it differs from Options, where coverage, during the study
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period, was limited to about 1,000 of the Baltimore caseload. BET, in
addition, enrolls WIN volunteers, primarily mothers whose youngest child is
under the age of six, although these individuals are not included in the
research sample,

As in Baltimore, not all WIN-mandatory individuals are considered
appropriate for immediate participation. Long-term medical or mental
disabilities and family problems confer an exemption, as does prior involve-
ment in a job or an educational program. These enrollees are assigned to a
holding status, and become WIN, not BET, registrants. Two other categories
of BET enrollees are also assigned to a holding status: those living too
far from the progrém offices or worksites to reasonably participate (there
is no public transportation in the area); and those who have been temporari-
ly laid off from seasonal work (i.e., jobs in school cafeterias, resorts or
the food processing industry).

The BET design differs f‘rom Options in many ways., While both programs
provide their registrants with a mix of services, many of which aim to
improve long-term employability, BEI more closely resembles the traditional
WIN Program in its initial emphasis on job placement. It was planned and
has mostly been implemented as a fixed program sequence, in which indivi-
duals participate first in a job search component, after which they may
enter one of several activities, Unlike Options, registrants have no
choice in the first assignment, but do take part in the decision about a
second component.

Job search in BET consists of a three-week course in which Job search
instruection is combined with pre-employment training. Classes are held

five days a week for six hours a day. Sometime during this component,
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participants are reassessed in an interview that focuses on selecting a
second activity according to a person's needs and interests. BET
participants and their counselors jointly consider the possibilities.

One of four possible paths is available to BET participants at this
point., They may enter an educational program and work toward a GED;
receive occupational skills training in a classroom setting or on-the-job;
or participate in a work experience component known as Job Practice. As a
fourth alternative, enrollees may also be excused from further activities,
deregistered from the BET Program and placed in WIN. Cenerally, those who
deregister at this time have been judgéd by staff as unable to find jobs in
the current labor market, even with further BET participation.

In the majority of cases, participants were assigned to Job Pfactice.
Work experience positions could last for up to 13 weeks, with the possi-
bility of reassigmment if both the participant and BET counselor concur.
As discussed more fully in a later section, other enrollees were assigned
to education or training as a second component, However, assigment to
skills training only took place if enrollees expressed a strong interest
and if BET staff agreed that this service was necessary.

Following participation in a second component, another reassessment is
conducted. While a third assigment is still a possibility, the enrollee
at this point has fulfilled all program obligations and can be deregistered

and sent to the regular WIN Program.

B. The BET Research Sample

Two samples were analyzed in Wicomico County. For an analysis of demo~

graphic characteristics, the full sample consisting of 524 WIN-mandatory
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individuals who enrolled in BET between October 1, 1982 and December 31,
1983 was uéed. This sample is the same one studied in the first Maryland
report, but follow-up has now been extended to a minimum of 21 and a
maximum of 25 months. However, participation data are only available for a
subsample of those who registered between October 1, 1982 and March 31,
1983.

Within the full sample, as seen in Table 7.1, 393 (75 percent of the
sample) were AFDC's and 131 (25 percent) were AFDC-U's. Upon entering BET,
about 60 percent were applicants and about 40 percent recipients. Most
were female, but slightly more than a third were male. In ethnic composi-
tion, the sample was fairly evenly divided between black (53.2 percent) and
white (4.0 percent) members, but was diverse in marital status: 27.9
percent of the BET registrants had never married; the 52.3 percent who were
married consisted of 27.3 percent who were living with their spouses
(largely because of the AFDC-U's), and a quarter who were not. The
remainder were divorced or widowed. About 41 percent of the total sample
had a high school diploma or the equivalent.

As the table shows, the sample had experienced a fair degree of prior
welfare dependency, but its record of prior employment was also high, In
Wicomico, 37.0 percent had received welfare in the past for more than two
years and, on average, had been on welfare for 8.9 of the 24 months before
program entry. Yet, in the two years prior to enrollment, 76.1 percent of
the sample had held a Job; the average length of the longest job during
that period was 16.{3’ months,

Table 7.1 also reveals the sample's characteristics by the category of

assistance received: AFDC (for the primarily female single heads of house-
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TABLE 7.1
WICOMICO COUNTY
SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BET RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, 8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
{OCTOBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

Cherecterietic

Welfere Stetue (%)
Applicent
Recipient

Age (%]
18 Yeers or Less 8,8%%2
19 to 24 Yeers 1 10,3%%3*
25 to 34 Yeers 50.9
35 to 44 Yeere 22.8
45 Yeers or More 7.3

Averege Age [Yeere) 30.7

Sex {%)
Mele 36.1%%%
Femele 63 .9%%%

Ethnicity (%)
White, Non-Hiepenic 46.0%%%
8leck, Non-Hiepenic 53.,23%%2
Hiepenic 0.4
Cther 0.4d

Oegree Received (%)

None
Generel Equivelency Oiplome
High School Oiplome

Averege Higheet Grede Completed

Meritel Status (%)
Never Married 27 ,9%%%
Marriad, Living With Spouse 27 .3%2x
Merried, Not Living With Spouse 25.0%%%
Oivorced, Widowed 19,7%3%%

Aversge Number of Children by Age
Lese Then 4 Yeers 0.30%%*
4 to 5 Yeere 0.10%%2
6 to 12 Yeere 0,978%%%
13 to 18 Yeers 0.50%%2

Averege Number of Children Under
19 Yeere of Age 1.87%2%2

Any Children (%)°
Leee Then 6 Yeere 25,6%%%
Between 6 end 18 Yeere . 78.2%%%

(continued)




TABLE 7.1

{continued)

Chsrscteristic AFDC AFOC-U Totsl
Prior AFOC Ospendsncy (%]
Never on AFDC 24,9 48,6 31.1%2»
Two Yssrs or Lsse 27.7 44,3 31,9%%»
Mors Thsn Two Yssre 47 .3 6.1 37.0%%s
Aversgs Monthe on AFDC During Two
Yssrs Prior to Enrollment 11.0 2.8 8,9%%*
Aversge Monthe Uneble to Work Dus to
Medicel Problsme in Two Ysers
Prior to Enrollment 1.3 0.8 1.2
Avsrsgs Months Employsd During Two
Yesrs Prior to Enrollment 6.8 13.2 B.4%3®*
Ever Hsld Job In Two
Yssrs Prior to Enrollment (%] 68,2 86.9 76.1%%»
For Longsgt Job Held in Pest
Two Yeere
Aversgs Hourly Wsgs Rets ($]) 4.01 4.76 4,25%82
Averege Weekly Houre 34.8 38.2 36.D8%3*
Duretion of Job (Monthe) 15.9 18.8 16.8
Total Sample® 383 131 524

SOURCE:

NOTES:
rounding.

Cslculetions from MDRC Client Informstion Shests.

Oistributions mey not sdd sxectly to 100.0 psrcsnt bscsuss of

8
Distributione mey not sdd to 10D,D psrcsnt bsceuss individusls
csn hsve children in mors thsn ons cstegory,

bFor qQuestione/concerning longeet job,

esmple eizee ere bessd on

the number of individuels who report e longsst job on ths Clisnt Informstion

Sheet,

Due to missing dste for eslected cherscterietice, the
very from 287-268 for AFDC'e end 128-127 for AFDC-U'e,

ee ssmple sizes

c
For eelected cherscteristics, eemple sizes mey very up to one

esmple point dus to missing dsts,

d
Chi-equsrs tsete ineppropriste dus to Low sxpected cell

frequencies,

*pDiffsrsncses between essistence cstsgorise sre stetieticelly
eignificsnt at ths 1D percent level ueing s two-tsilsd t-test or chi-equsre

tsst,

**Differencse bstwesn sssistsncs cstegoriss ere

eignificent et the 5 percent level

ueing e two-tsiled t-test

**s0iffsrencse betwsesn sssistencs cetsgories ars

éignificsnt et ths 1 percsnt lsvel
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holds), or AFDC-U (for the mostly m#le heads of the two-parent households).
Among notable differences were the higher proportion of blacks in the AFDC
category (57.5 percent) than the AFDC-U group (40.5 percent) and the more
substantial history of prior welfare receipt among AFDC's; this subsample
had spent an average of 11.0 months on the rolls in the two years before
enrollment compared to only 2.8 months for the AFDC-U category. Further-
more, 96.9 percent in the AFDC-U category, but 69.2 percent of the AFDC
group, reported employment in the two-year period prior to registration.
These figures suggest that the AFDC enrollees, for the most part, were a
good deal more disadvantaged than the AFDC-U group, which in Wicomico
formed a larger proportion of the total sample (25.0 percent) than was the
case in the Options Program (10.8 percent).

Certain other differences between the research samples in Baltimore
and Wicomico County can be noted, particularly in the AFDC category. (See
Table E.1 in the Appendix.) 1In Wicomico County, for example, the AFDC
group was 82.7 percent female, in contrast to 89.9 percent in Baltimore;
57.5 percent of the Wicomico enrollees were black compared to 69.2 percent
in Baltimore; and 34.7 percent had never married, 1in contrast to
Bal timore's 40.5 percent. More importantly, the Wicomico AFDC sample
appeared less welfare-dependent than the Baltimore AFDC’'s. More Wicomico
enrollees (24.9 percent) had never before been head of a welfare case
(compared to 13.9 percent) and a somewhat lower proportion (47.3 vs. 54.7
percent) had received welfare for more than two years prior to program
entry. Similarly, more of the AFDC enrollees in Wicomico reported prior
employment: 69.2 percent versus 45.1 percent in Options. And, although the

small size of the AFDC-U sample 1limits findings of statistical

-192=~



significance, some parallel differences were apparent between the AFDC-U
samples -- notably, 96.9 percent of the BET AFDC-U sample had reported
employment in the two years before enrolling compared to 80.2 percent in
Bal timore,

Table 7.2 again presents the characteristics of the full sample, this
time divided by welfare status: i.e., applicants for and recipients of AFDC
in Wicomico County., In general, the table indicates that recipients tend
to be more disadvantaged in both assistance categories (but the small size
of the AFDC-U sample suggests caution in generalizing for this group). In
both groups, a higher proportion of recipients than applicants were black,
and recipients had spent more time than applicants on the welfare rolls in
the two years before enrollment. Fewer recipients of AFDC had held a job
prior to enrollment, These relationships are similar to those found in
Table 2.3 for the Baltimore sample, in which the Baltimore recipiznt group

can be seen as especially disadvantaged.

c. Patterns of Participation

As stated before, this discussion wili only consider the participation
data for those BET enrollees who registered for the program between October
1, 1982 and March 31, 1983. This sample contained 306 individuals, whose
demographic and background characteristics are similar to those found for
the full sample,

1. verall Participation Levels

Although the BET program was designed to serve all WIN-mandatory indi-

D)

viduals, certain people were exempted, and participation was not expected

to be universal. The first report found that 47.5 percent of the BET
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TABLE 7.2
WICOMICO COUNTY
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE BET RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF ENROLLMENT, B8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGODRY AND WELFARE STATUS
(OCTOBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

|
AFOC AFOC-U

Charectariatic Applicenta Racipients |Applicanta Racipianta
Avarags Age (Yaars) 32.8 28.,9%2= 29.7 29.7
Sax (%)

Malea 16.5 18.3 90.5 97.2

Female 83.5 81.7 9.5 2.8
Ethnicity (%)

Whita, Non-Hiapanic 45.9 38.8% 85.3 41 ,7%»

8lack, Non-Hiepanic 52.8 83.4;‘ 33.7 58.3;*

Hiepenic 0.5 O.Db 1.1 0.0b

Other 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oagraa Raceived (%)

None 54.6 84.6% 53.7 98.7b

Ganaral Equivalency Oiploma 13.8 8.0 5.3 2.8

High School 0iploma 31.7 27 .4 41.1 30.8
Marital Statua (%)

Nevar Marriad . 28.4 42 ,5%%% 7.4 8.3

Marriad, Living With Spouaa 11.0 8.9 85.3 72.2

Marriad, Not Living With Spouaa 32.8 28.7 5.3 13.9b

Divorcad, Widowad 28.0 21.8 2.1 5.8
Prior AFDC Dependancy (%)

Never on AFDC 28.4 20.8* 52.8 41 .7

Two Yeara or Leaas 33.5 20.,8%%» 42.1 50.0

More Than Two Yaara 38.1 58,9%*» 5.8 8.3
Avaraga Montha on AFDC Quring Two
Yaara Prior to Random Aaaignmant 7.2 15,7%%% 2.1 4,5%%
Ever Held Jab in Two b
Yeara Prior to Enrollmant (%) 81.2 54,3%%% 8.8 87.2
Semplte Size® 218 . 175 85 38

SOURCE: Cetcutationa from MORC Client Informetion Sheete,

NOTES: Oiatributiona mey not edd exectly to 100.0 percent baceuee of
rounding, ‘

aFor aalacted charectariatice, sample aizea may vary up to one asampla
point dua to miaaing data,

bChimaquara teate ineppropriate due to Low expected cell fraquenciee,.

0Oiffarancaa batwaen applicante and recipienta within an asaeiatance
cetegory ere etatisticelly eignificent at the following Levele ueing e two-teiled
t-teat or chi-squera teat: * = 10 percant, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1 parcant,
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enrollees participated in at least one component within the first three
months of enrollment. The follow-up information in this chapter shows that
51.6 percent of the BET enrollees participated in at least one component
within the first 12 months of enrollment. Discussion of this finding
follows in later sections.

2. Involvement in Different Components

Table 7.3 examines participation rates in the different BET activi-
ties, As in the case of the Options Program in Baltimore, the most
frequently used component in the BET Program was job search. However, a
larger proportion of enrollees used job search in Wicomico (46.7 percent)
than in Baltimore (29.6 percent), primarily Secause BET required job search
as the first activity, (In Baltimore, job search was just one of several
options open to enrollees.) One exception to the BET job search require-
ment should be noted, Out-of-school youths were assigned to educational
remediation when BET staff decided they lacked the education and/or experi-
ence to make a Job search effort worthwhile,

Participation in program components other than job search was similar
in the two programs, In Wicomico, work experience, or Job Practice, was
the most common second activity, with 19.0 percent of the sample parti-
cipating compared to 20.6 percent in Baltimore, (These figures also
include a small number of individuals who received on-the-job training
financed through grant diversion.) The other possible sequels to job
search in BET -~ education and training -- were used less f‘requently, but
the proportion is notable, In Wicomico, 12.4 percent of the sample
participated in education and training compared to 19.7 percent of the

Options sample, (For only 14 percent of the Options sample were these
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activities of extended duration.) In most other programs studied by MDRC,
the substantial use of education and training components has not been a
high priority.

Table 7.3 also looks at variation in BET participation rates by type
of assistance category as well as by welfare status. Overall, more AFDC's
(54.5 percent) than AFDC-U's (44,0 percent) participated in some BET
activity; in both categories combined, a much higher proportion of
recipients (65.0 percent) than applicants (43.0 percent) took part.
Participation levels in the mandated job search classes were roughly
similar by assistance category, but within each category, more recipients
than applicants took part in the activity.

More variety can be seen in the components following job search.
While quite similar proportions of AFDC's and AFDC-U's participated in work
experience (20.3 and 15.5 percent), many more AFDC's were assigned to and
took part in education and training: 15.8 percent compared to only 3.6
percent of the AFDC-U's, More AFDC recipients (27.7 percent) also took
part in work experience compared to AFDC applicants (14.8 percent), and a
similar relationship is seen in education and training, where 21.3 percent
of recipients received these services compared to 11.7 percent of AFDC
applicants, Within the AFDC-U category, 11.5 percent of the recipients and
none of the applicants participated in education and training services.
These patterns may indicate that BET staff tried to assign the more
disadvantaged enrollees =-- the AFDC's and especially the recipients ~-- to
services designed tg improve their long-term employability skills,

Iwo other factors were indirectly connected to the differential rates

of participation: program deregistration and job placements, As is to be
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expected, deregistration rates were much higher for_applicants than recipi-
ents; within 12 months of enrollment, 63.4 percent of the BET applicants
but only u48.3 percent of the BET recipients had left the program. Thus,
since a program understandably has more chance to obtain partiecipation the
longer a person is enrolled, applicants may have been at a disadvantage
compared to the recipient group -- although other factors are also
important, such as how quickly program services are assigned and how long
it takes for welfare applications to be processed.

One reason for-the applicants' high rate of departure is that many
within this group are not approved for welfare; in 1981, for example, opera-
tional records show that of the applications processed, 36 percent were not
approved for welfare., Job placement, another reason for deregistration,
could also influence participation rates, but except within the AFDC-U
category, similar proportions of subgroups were placed in jobs: the rates
were 28,9 percent and 25,5 percent for AFDC applicants and recipients,
respectively. (However, within the small AFDC-U sample, the higher
placement rate for recipients (42.3 percent) over applicants (32.8 percent)
is noticeable, but not statistically significant). It is also important to
remember that these placement rates probably underestimate employment, as
discussed in Chapter 4, and that the sample size of the AFDC-U group was
very small,

Finally, sanctioning could also cause deregistration but, as in the
case of the Options Program, the sanctioning rate in BET was low. Only 9
people (3 percent of this subsample) were sanctioned within 12 months of

program registration,
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3. Intensity of Participation

Table T.4 shows another important participation indicator: how many
BET enrollees took part in at least one activity, and how many went on to
other activities, As seen in the table, 22.0 percent of the applicants and
35.0 percent of the Eecipients participated in just one component --
usually job search, As for further involvement; 20.4 percent of the
applicants and 25.8 percent of the recipients were involved in two
activities, with a larger drop-off among recipients, particularly the
AFDC-Uts, It is also noteworthy that substantially more AFDC's than
AFDC-U’s took part in two components, Very few enrollees participated in
three components, and almost all were recipients (4.2 percent versus less
than 1 percent of the applicants).

Degree of disadvantage helps explain this distribution, The more
disadvantaged groups (AFDC’s and particularly the AFDC recipients) were
more likely to remain on welfare longer, and therefore to participate in

more than one component, Nearly one-third of the AFDC recipients

participated in more than one activity,

y, Participation Patterns Over Time

Figure T.1 tracks the participation rates of the BET enrollees by
period of program entry: October through December 1982 and January through
March 1983. The participation levels for the two groups are similar except
for the early enrollees in the first few months of the program, During
this period, a large group of registrants entered temporary holding status
pending the start of job search classes, and it took some time for this
backlog to clear up. By the time the second group registered in 1983, job

search slots were no longer a problem,
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TABLE 7 .4
WICOMICO COUNTY

OISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM REGISTRANTS, 8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY,
INITIAL WELFARE STATUS, ANO NUMBER OF ACTIVE COMPONENTS PARTICIPATED IN
OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER ENROLLMENT
(OCTOS8ER 1982 - MARCH 1983 AFOC ANO AFOC-U SAMPLE)

Number of Active Componente
Aeetetence Cetegory 1 I I

And Wel fere Stetus None One Two Three

AFOC

Applicent (N=128)
Reciptient (N=94)

AFOC-VU

Applicent (N=58)
Recipient ([ N=28)

Both Cetegoriee
Applicent 57 .0 (N=186)
Recipient 35.0 . (N=120)

SOURCE: MORC celculetione from the Merylend Employment Service Autometed
Reporting Syetem.

NOTES: Ofetributione ere celculeted ee e percentege of ell individuele
regietered with BET in the indiceted eeeietence cetegory end welfere etetue.

Perticipetion ie defined ee ettending eny ectivity for et lLeeet
three deye,

Ofietributions mey not edd exectly to 100.0 percent beceuee of
rounding.

Numbere in perentheeee indicete eemple efzee.

Teete of etatieticel eignificence were not exemined.
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The trends in participation for the BET subgroups over time reflect
this start-up problem, showing that, by the end of the first month, 42
percent of the later registrants had participated contrasted to 15 percent
of the earlier group. By the third month, the levels of participation were
closer; over 48 percent of the later group and about 45 percent of the
earlier group had taken part in an activity. For each group, participation
increased most quickly in the first three months and less dramatically
between the third and sixth months, By the six-month point, the participa-
tion rates for both groups were about 50 percent and, thereafter, the rates
remained fairly constant, There was only a slight increase during the rest
of the follow-up period,

5. Participation and its Relationship to Continuous Fligibility

As noted in Chapter U4, a measure of participation that includes people
who were not eligible during the whole period studied may understate
program achievements, Some who enrolled in the BET Program were in fact
not continuously eligible over the 12-month interval; some were not
approved for welfare or found jobs and left the program, and others were
exempted from participation and assigned to a holding status, then deregis-
tered from the program, Thus, a 51.6 percent participation rate does not
take into account the fact that program staff could not reach and serve
some people,

Table 7.5 parallels Table 4.8, in which both participation and enroll-
ment status are examined together. All registrants are divided into four
groups on the basis of two criteria -- deregistered from the BET Program
during the 12 months or continuously enrolled; and participated or not

during the 12 months following program enrollment,
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TABLE 7.5
WICOMICO COUNTY
TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF BET PROGRAM REGISTRANTS,

BY ENROLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER ENROLLMENT
(OCTOBER 1982 ~ MARCH 19B3 AFOC ANO AFOC-~U SAMPLE)

|
Enrollmant Stetua

Quring Twalva Months
Twal va=Month Evar Continuoualy
Participetion Stetua QOaragistarad Enrolled Totel 1 Semple Siza
Evar Participatad (%) 24.8 26 .8 51 .6 158
Navar Participatad (%) 32.7 15.7 4B.4 148
Total (%) 57 .5 42 .5 100.0 306

SOURCE: MORC calculatione from the Meryland Employmant Servica Autometad
Raporting Syetem,

NOTES: Figuraa on anrclimant and participation statua ara calculatad aa a
parcantaga of all individuala who ragistarad with BET.

Participation ia dafinad aa attanding any activity for at Laaat thraa
daya,

Taata of stetiatical significanca wara not calculatad.
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Overall, about 84.3 percent of the BET enrollees had either deregis-
tered and/or participated in program services within the 12-month period,
but 15,7 percent of the sample had not, (These rates are not strictly
comparable to those found in Options because BET, but not Options,
deregistered those assigned to long-term holding.) In contrast, about 77.6
percent of the Options enrollees had participated and/or deregistered by
the 12-month mark, but 22.4 percent had never participated and were still
eligible,

The table provides a clear picture of how the sample falls into four
possible combinations. The largest category (32.7 percent of the total)
consists of people who deregistered without participating. The second
biggest group contains those who had participated but were still enrolled
at 12 months (26.8 percent). Somewhat fewer (24.8 percent) had partici-
pated, but were deregistered within the 12-month period, The smallest
category (15.7 percent) consists of those who were continuously enrolled
but had never participated., Of those who were not deregistered -- that is,
those who were continuously eligible for participation -- more had
participated than had not.

Part of the explanation for these figures lies in the subgroup break-
downs, Table 7.6 provides information on participation and deregistration

by assistance category and by welfare status, Different patterns of parti-

cipation for applicants and recipients are again evident. AFDC applicants

were more likely to have been deregistered from the BET Program without
participating than AFDC recipients (37.5 percent vs. 18.1 percent).
Recipients were nearly twice as likely as applicants to have participated

and still be enrolled (44.7 percent compared to 22.7 percent). The table




TABLE 7.6

WICOMICO COUNTY

TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF BET PROGRAM REGISTRANTS,
8Y ENROLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER ENROLLMENT,

ASSISTANCE CATEGORY,
(OCTOBER 1982 -

AND WELFARE STATUS
MARCH 1983 SAMPLE)

Assistanca Catagory Evar Continuously
And Wal fara Status Daragistarad Enrol lad Total
AFOC
Applicant
Evar Participatad 22,7 22 ,7¢** 45,3
Navar Participatad 37 5% 17 .2 54.7
Total 60.2 39.8 100.0 (N=128)
Racipiant
Evar Participatad 22,3 44,7 67 .0
Navar Participatad 18.1 14.9 33.0
Total 40 .4 . 59.6 100.0 (N=94)
Both
Evar Participatad 22.5 32.0 54,5
Navar Participatad 29.3 16.2 45 .5
Total 51 .8 48,2 100.0 (N=222)
AFOC-U
Applicant a
Ever Participatad 22.4%* 15.58 37 .9
Navar Participatad 48.3 13.8 82.1
Total 70.7 29.3 100.0 (N=58)
Racipiant
Evar Participatad 50,0 7.7 57 .7
Navar Participatad 26 .9 15.4 42 .3
Total 76.9 23 .1 100.0 {N=26)
8oth
Evar Participsatad 31.0 13.1 44,0
Navar Participatad 41 .7 14.3 56 .0
Total 72.6 27 .4 100.0 (N=84)
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TABLE 7.6 (continued]

Assistance Catagory Ever Continuously
And Wel fere Stetus Oeragistared ' Enrol led Total
Totel
Applicant
Evar Participatad 22.6 20 .4%%* 43 .0
Navar Participatad 40 ,9%*** ' 16 .1 57 .0
Total 63.4 36.6 100.0 (N=186)
Recipient 1
Evar Participated 2B.3 36.7 65.0
Navar Participeted 20.0 15.0 35,0
Totel 48,3 ' 51.7 ' 100.0 (N=120)
8oth
Evar Perticipated 24.8 26 .8 51.6
Nevar Participated 32.7 ] 15.7 48.4
Totel 57 .5 42 .5 100.0 (N=306)

SOURCE: MORC calculationa from the Maryland EmplLoymant Sarvica Autome ted
Reporting Syatam,

NOTES: Figuraa on enrollment end perticipation status are celculeted ee e
parcantaga of all jndividuele who registarad with BET.

Participetion ia dafined ea attending any activity for at Leaat threa
daya.

Numbarea in paranthases indiceta sample eizee.
Chi-equere teete ere ehown for differencee between epplicente end
recipienta within the indicated enrollment and participation stetue. Teate for

differencea acrosa end down totala ere not ehown., Significence levela ere: = =10
percent; ** = 5 percant; #82% = 1 parcant.

eChi-equera tast inappropriete due to Low axpected cell fraquanciea.
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also shows that within the small AFDC-U sample, a large proportion of the

recipients (76.9 percent) had been deregistered.

The figures on background characteristics provided in Table 7.7
support the finding that the relatively disadvantaged subgroups stayed in
the program longer, Recipients and the AFDC group as a whole, and particu-
larly registrants on welfare for more than two years and people who had
never married, were more likely to have participated and still be enrolled
at 12 months than the sample as a whole. The more advantaged groups --
applicants and AFDC-U enrollees -- were more likely to have deregistered

without participating than the sample as a whole,

D. Conclusions

This chapter reports similar levels of participation in programs aimed
at enhancing the self-sufficiency of welfare enrollees in a rural county of
Maryland and in the city of Baltimore. In both cases, a majority of enrol-
lees participated in some component of the program within 12 months of
program entry (51.6 percent in Wicomico County and 62.7 percent in
Bal timore),

The patterns of participation in the two programs were similar, both
in terms of involvement in different éomponents and in the intensitj of
that involvement (that is, the number of components in which they partici-
pated). In both cases, more enrollees part'icipated in Job search than in
work experience, education or training. However, in the BET Program, Jjob
search was the mandated first program activity in contrast to Optionms,
where registrants were given a choice from a menu of services. As a

result, more participants in BET than in Options went through the Jjob
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search component, In both Wicomico County and Baltimore, the levels of
participation in education and training were higher than in other
employment programs studied by MDRC, This was due, for the most part, to
the emphasis the two programs placed on long-term employability
development.

Although in the Options Program the overall levels of participation
did not vary by subgroup, this was not true in thé Wicomico program, AFDC
enrollees tended to participate more than the AFDC-U enrollees and the
recipients more than the applicants, Background characteristics reveal
that, in Wicomico, participants tended to come from the more disadvantaged
groups, Enrollees in BET were also more likely to be deregistered from the
program than in Options, but in both programs, the rate of sanctioning was
low,

When another measure of participation was used to take normal welfare
turnover into account, the figures indicate that a substantial majority
(84.3 percent in Wicomico compared to 77.6 percent in the Options sample)
had participated or were no longer subject to the participation requirement
(although the figures are not exactly.comparable). Those still enrolled in
the programs but not yet reached by the participation requirement give an
indication of the staff's success in serving the eligible population: 22.%4
percent in the Options program and 15.7 percent in BET. These enrollees
still awaited attention, but not all had "slipped through the cracks."
Many had been deferred for legitimate reasons, including individuals who on

their own were involved in either employment or educational activities.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSTONS

In evaluating any program, it is important to measure its accomplish-

ments not only against some abstract standard of success, but against what

the program's planners themselves sought to achieve, In this light, it is
important to bear in mind that Options’ planners and operators started out
with the assumption that poor people who receive welfare want to work, but
frequently lack the skills and experience needed to secure jobs that hold
promise of long-term security,

This assumption is largely supported by this research: the sample’s
substantial record of job-holding prior to welfare application, the
increasing rate of employment among the control group during a follow-up
period, and the results of the worksite survey showing that the large
majority of partiecipants in the work experience component enjoyed working
even when, in some instances, they believed they were not adequately compen-
sated. Within this context, the leadership of the Department of Human
Resources and the Office of Manpower Resources viewed the mandatory parti-
cipation requirement not as a threat, but rather as a useful tool to draw
individuals into an environment where they could acquire self-confidence
and the vision of a future not circumscribed by welfare dependency.

The planners' philosophy translated into a program model in which
staff and enrollees together decided on an assigmment to services aimed to

increase self-sufficiency and reduce reliance on welfare over the long run,




al though not necessarily the short one, For individuals with recent prior

employment and a high school diploma, this usually meant assigmment to a

Jjob .search component, For those whom staff judged deficient in education
or work-related skills, the placement was more likely to be to work
experience or to an education or skills training program. Participation in
such programs was permitted and encouraged even if the programs did not
lead to early employment and even though the enrollees stayed on welfare
longer than might be the case if they began looking for jobs right after
program entry, Maryland’s focus on longer-term rather than immediate
welfare savings set the Options Program apart, to a certain extent, from
the employment programs run by some other states,

Comparison of the Maryland results with those realized in the work-
related programs in other states is hazardous for many reasons, of which
program philosophy is only one. In the MDRC demonstration, different
groups are targeted in the different states -- sometimes only applicants to
welfare, but often also subsets of recipients who had been on the rolls for
some time, As a result, enrollees differ in the extent of their prior
empl oyment and in demographic characteristics. Enrollees in each state
confront different labor market conditions, and their patterns of welfare
receipt are shaped in part by the different grant levels, which vary widely
from state to state.

In addition, the groups compared within states sometimes differed. 1In
this evaluation, individuals assigned to Options were compared to those who
were eligible to receive regular WIN services, ones that largely center on
immediate placement into regular jobs. A small group (about 3 percent) did

receive some structured activities, In another evaluation, program parti-




cipants vwere compared to a group that received no services at all. 1In
short, better outcomes for one program over another cannot be solely
attributed to the superiority of a program model or to the way in which
that model was implemented,

Yet certain findings from the different programs in MDRC's demonstra-
tion fall into a similar pattern. Typically, about half of the individuals
who were eligible to participate had done so within six to nine months
after program entry. Rates of participation in Options were similar, with
45 percent of all experimentals, and 53 percent of those registered with
the program, having participated within the first 12 months. The rate of
the BET Program, at 52 percent, also met this mark.

Options impacts on individuals' employment and earnings can at this
point only be compared to those achieved in two other programs for which
findings are now available: one run for welfare applicants in San Diego,
California and the other for both applicants and recipients, studied in two
counties in Arkansas., Both of these programs differ from the Options model
(but are similar to the BET Program) in that they require group job search
as the initial component for all enrollees, followed in some cases by up to
13 weeks of work experience, Despite this design difference, increases in
the quarterly employment rates were in the same general range for all three
programs: in each, the gains began shortly after random assigmment and
continued throughout the follow-up period. The increased earnings of th=
Options Program, however, did not translate into immediate welfare
reductions, possibly because of a lack of communication between Options and
the income maintena;ce staff or between welfare recipients and the income

maintenance unit.,
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The average cost of the Options Program came to about $1,000 per
experimental (including both participants and nonparticipants), although
this cost varied greatly, depending on which services individuals received.
While some states are operating less expensive programs -- 1in large part
because they offer only job search and unpaid work experience and downplay
more expensive training components -- it is notable that the Options
Program, despite its somewhat greater cost, represents an efficient use of
resources from the point of view of society., In addition, in accordance
with the program planners' intentions, Options produced benefits for the
people to whom it was targeted =-- the welfare applicants and recipients.
From the taxpayer's perspective, including benefits that directly affect
the budget and those that do not, the program broke even.

A1l these results suggest that programs designed to increase employ-
ment among welfare recipients can and do make a difference, and that they
can be cost-effective as well. In the case of Options, the magnitude of
this difference is still an open question, The Options impacts were
measured directly only for a limited period -- one adequate to capture the
impacts of a program focusing on job search, as was the case in the
Arkansas program -- but inadequate to record the effects of longer-term
service components, And these components, such as skills training and
remedial education, are a principal offering of the Baltimore program to
its less employable enrollees, It may well be, therefore, that the full
impacts of participation in the Options Program will only show up in the
supplemental analysis to be conducted later on thé full sample followed

over a longer period of time,
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APPENDIX A

ORKS

participant Performance and Experiences at the Worksites

This discussion is based on information collected from interviews with

a random sample of 54 work expzrience participants and their supervisors.1

The survey, a standardized instrument designed by MDRC, is being conducted
in all state employmewc programs in the Work/Welfare Demonstration that
provide unpaid work experience, Its purpose is to examine the kinds of
jobs held by participants, the extent to which skills and work habits
improved, and participant attitudes about the fairness of the
work-for-benefits approach,

The survey in Maryland was conducted by MDRC field researchers based
in the program areas. Interviews lasted about 45 minutes for participants
who worked from June 1983 to April 1984 in both Baltimore and Wicomico
County, The field researchers interviewed 38 participants from Baltimore
and 16 from w1bom1eo County. Sample sizes were too small to analyze site
data separately, but work assignments in the two areas were similar., Also
because of the small sample sizes, the assistance category and subgroup

distinctions made elsewhere in the report will not be presented.

A, Types of Jobs Held
Most of the jobs in the sample of 54 work experience assignments were
K]

either clerical (35) or service (13), usually food preparation services.

Private nonprofit agencies were the most common work sponsors.




Some typlcal job descriptions are:

e Kitchen worker for the city jail: supervises overall kitchen
operations, food distributions and kitchen clean-up,

® C(Clerical aide in a city office: types, files, collates,
distributes mall, answers phone, runs duplicating machine.

® Food service assistant for a state college: cuts vegetables,
prepares salad bars in cafeteria,

These descriptions suggest that most of the Jjobs required only
moderate skills, An additional indicator of a job level is the wage rate
it commands in the labor market. Supervisors were asked to estimate what
their agency's wage rate would be if the position had been a regular job.
According to their responses, one of the job assigmments would have paid
less than the minimum wage, 22 the minimum wage ($3.35 per hour), 18 above
the minimum wage but less than $5.00 per hour, and 14 would have been paid
$5.00 or more, with a ceiling of $7.50 per hour., The average wage paid for

a comparable position in a regular job would have been $4.35.

B. Importance of the Work to Sponsoring Agency

The modest skills lgvel of most of the positions does not necessarily
mean that the jobs were make-work, i.,e., of no importance to the agency.
When supervisors and participants were asked to choose from a series of
statements deseribing the value of the work to the agency, almost all jobs
were described as "a necessary part of the day—to—da& business of the
agency." (See Table A.1)

Supervisors were also asked if the tasks currently assigned to
participants would be carried out if the program ceased to exist., All said

that they would. Supervisors were then asked who would perform the work,
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TABLE A.1

MARYLANO

CHARACTERIZATION BY WORKSITE SUPERVISORS ANO PARTICIPANTS

OF WORK EXPERIENCE JOBS IN

TERMS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE AGENCY

Degree of Impor tence Number of Perticipente
Supervisore' Perception
Neceseery Work 52
Work Cen Weit, But Eventuslly
Needs to be Oane 0
Helpe if Work ie Dane 2
Work is Not Particulahly
Importent to Agency 0
Totel Number of Sempled Work
Experience Supervisors 54
Perticipente’ Perception®
Neceesery Work 42
Work Cen Weit, But Eventuel ly
Needs to be Done 6
Helpe if Work ie Dane 4
Work is Not Perticulerly
Importent to Agency ]
Totel Number of Sempled Work
Experience Participantea 54

SOURCE: Intsrviews conducted by MORC Field Reeeerch Steff with
e rendom eemple of perticipente in work experience jobe between June
1883 end April 1984, end their worksite eupervieors,

NOTE: ®Totel for the pe
missing reeponses,

rticipente does not edd to 54 due to
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and were allowed more than one response., The most common one, "existing
regular employees,"™ was mentioned by 40 supervisors; volunteers were
mentioned less often (by seven supervisors)., Only four of the supervisors
mentioned hiring new regular employees. This suggests that the work was
important enough to continue but not so demanding as to overwhelm current

staff,

C. roductivit

Another way to consider the importance of the work is to examine
productivity. Supervisors were asked to compare the amount of work the
participant did in a typical day to that performed by a new regular
employee., They were offered a range of cholces -- from one-tenth as much
to the same amount. The possibility that the participant did more than a
new regular employee was not offered as a choice, buf the response was
recorded if the supervisor volunteered it. Twenty-eight of the respondents
thought the participants did as much as a new employee, and five
volunteered that participants did more. Four participants were rated half
as efficient as a new employee, with the remaining 22 rated from 60 to 90
percent as efficient,

Overall, the responses of supervisors present a picture of_‘ work
assignments that contribute to the agency's functioning and are not
make~-work, and of participants who are nearly as efficient as regular
employees with comparable assignments, The next section considers the

value of the jobs to the participants.,
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D. Skills Development

Work experience programs are typically expected to help participants
gain good work habits and to teach them how to interact with co-workers and
supervisors., These might be called "job-holdiné skills,” in contrast to
more specific occupational skills, which these kinds of programs usually do
not emphasize.

Supervisors were asked about ‘two groups of general job=-holding skills
-- cognitive and general working skills =-- and which of these were
important for the job in question, Additionally, as a very rough proxy of
job complexity, supervisors were asked which kinds of tools or equipment
were important, Skills in the two groups and the types of tools are listed

below:

Cognitive Skills

e ability to read and write;
e arithmetic skills

General Working Skills

e communicating well;

e cooperating with co-~workers;

e dealing with the public;

e using initiative;

e working well without close supervision.

Ability to Use Tools

simple tools;

tools requiring dexterity;
simple machines;

complex machines,

When the skills levels of these jobs were compared to those that
supervisors say are required at worksites elsewhere in MDRC's Work/Wel fare
Demonstration,2 it appears that they call for only a moderate number of

skills, (See Table A.,2.) Each of the general skills was important in 31
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TABLE A.2
MARYLANO
AOEQUACY OF WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS IN SELECTEO SKILLS ANO WORK HABITS

IMPORTANT FOR THEIR J0BS, AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS
ANO AT TIME OF INTERVIEWS, AS JUOGEO 8Y THEIR WORKSITE SUPERVISORS

Numbar of Perticipante Who Weraz®

1 1
Number of Work| Adaquata or

Exparienca Mora Than Inadaquata
Jobs Whare Adequete at Inedequate at at
Skill fe Stert of Work| Start of Work Time of
Type of Skill or Work Hebit Importent Exparience Job] Experiance Job|] Intarview

Cognitive Skilla
Reading/Writing
Arithmetic

General Skille
Communicata Wall
Cooperata With Co-Workara
Oeal With Public
Use Own Inftietive
Work Without Suparvision

Ability to Use Tools
Simple Tools

Tools Requiring Oexterfity
Simple Mechines
Complex Mechinee

Work Hebita-
Attendance N/A 48
Concantratea on Teak N/A 46
Worke Quickly N/A 43
Fol lowe Instructione N/A a7
Celle in Sick N/A 45
Completea Teake N/A 48
Leerne From Mistekees N/A 46

SOURCE: Interviewa conducted by MORC Field Raeeerch ateff with the workaite
auparvisors of a rendom aemple of participente in work axparienca jobe betwaan
June 1983 and April 1984,

NOTES: N/A indicatea not epplicabla beceuas all asuparviesora wera eakad to
rate tha adaquacy of the participant.

a
A total of 54 auparvisore were intarviewad. Numbare ares besad only on
thoee jobs where the eupervieor indiceted thet the ekill wes important., Due to @

chenge in question formet, not ell supervisore were eaked ebout participent edequacy
in all important akilla.




to 38 of the jobs (57 percent to T0 percent); the most common were
cooperating with co-workers and being able to work well without
supervision, Dealing with the public was mentioned least often. Cognitive
skills were less important; arithmetic skills were mentioned for 12 of the
jobs; reading or writing for 28.

In the Arkansas sample, the percent of jobs requiring each general
skill ranged from 100 percent for communicating well and cooperating with
co-workers to 62 percent for using one's own initiative. At the other
extreme in Virginia this ranges from 40 percent for working well without
supervision to 4 percent for communicating well, It should be remembered,
however, that since the number of interviews is fairly small in all the
states, the precision of such comparisons is limited.

For each type of the general working skills considered important to
the job, supervisors were asked about the participant's level of adequacy )
both when the assigmment began and at the time of the interview. (However,
due to a change in question format, information on adequacy is not
available for each skill for all participants.) At the same time,
supervisors were asked to judge adequacy, both initially and later, for the
following seven work habits, which apply to all jobs and work settings: |

attendance and punctuality;
concentration on tasks;

working quietly and in a timely fashion;
following instructions;

calling in when sick or late;

completing tasks thoroughly;

learning from mistakes or constructive criticism.

In response to these sets of questions, supervisors replied that, when
participants began the assignments, a small number were inadequate in both

general skills and work habits, A higher percentage were inadequate in the
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use of machines required on the job. However, according to these
supervisors, improvement was registered among all of the participants who
were initially Jjudged less than adequate in general skills and most of
those Judged inadequate in work habits. Most improvement could be seen in
the ability to use tools, primarily simple and more complex machines,

Participants were also questioned about learning on the job. They
were asked if they strongly agreed, somewhat agreed, somewhat disagreed, or
strongly disagreed with the statement, "I have not learned anything on this
Job." They responded as follows:

Number of Participants

Strongly disagree.............!.........!!!!.3’"’

Smewhat disagr'ee"'..""!!!!!!!!.!!!!!"". u

Sqne"hat agreeoot..!!.!.'.....................8

Strongly agree,.ccececececscsscscssccsscssccsseel
Although the majority (38) of the 54 participants felt they had learned
something on the Jjob, 16 participants believed they had not 1learned
anything,

Opportunities for development of skills on a Jjob are limited.
Obviously, if the skill is not important for the work, opportunities for
development are limited. Also, people who are less than adequate in a
skill when they start an assigmment have a greater potential to improve
than those who are already adequate, Using these criteria, it appears that

" the worksites did require some skills, but that the potential for

development was limited by the fact that most participants' skills were

adequate for the jobs when they began,




E. Fairness of the Requirement

Participants were asked the following question: "How satisfied ére you
about receiving welfare benefits like this -- that is, tied to a job
instead of just receiving your benefits?" (See Table A.3.) Although most
replied positively, 20 people expressed some dissatisfaction with receiving
benefits tied to a job,

When asked if they agreed or disagreed with a slightly different
question, most participants said they felt better about receiving welfare
now that they were working for it, but 22, or 41 percent, disagreed with
the statement. This level of disagreement is much greater than in the
other state programs in the worksite study, where the proportion ranged
from 17 percent to 28 percent,

A third question dealt with the issue of fairness in terms of
financial equity. When asked to compare the usefulness of their work to
the amount of money they received in benefits, the majority of participants
said the work requirement was fair although almost all (52) indicated that
they thought the agency got the better end of the bargain., Once again,
while this trend follows that seen in the other state programs, the
proportion who thought the agency "got the better end of the bargain" is
higher in Maryland.

As discussed in the first report, a number of explanations may account
for the different responses to these three questions compared to other
states, Participants typically work 37.5 hours each week in Maryland so
their implicit wage rate (benefits divided by hours worked) is below the
minimum wage., Also, when asked to consider whether it was fair to work in

exchange for benefits, many participants defined the benefit as only the
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TABLE A.3
MARYLANO
WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

CONCERNING THE FAIRNESS OF A WORK REQUIREMENT
IN THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

Queetion Number of Perticipente

How eetiefied ere you ebout receiving

wel fere benefits Like thie - thet e,

tied to e job, ineteed of eimply receiving

your benefite?®
Very Setiefied 12
Somewhet Setisfied 20
Somewhet Dieeetiefied 5
Not Setiefied et All 15

I feel better ebout receiving welfere

now that I em working for it,.
Strongly Agree 18
Somewhet Agree 14
Somewhet Dieegree 7
Strongly Dieegree 15

I'd Like to eek you how useful your work

1e to the egency. Let'e eey you compere_

the ueefulneee of your work to the emount

of money you receive in benefite - who N

would you eey probebly ie getting the

better end of the deel: you, or the

egency?
Me 2
Neither One 0
Agency 62

Does participent undaratend thet pertici-

petion 1e mendetory?
Yee 38
No 18

Totel Number of Work Experience

Perticipente Interviewed 54

SOURCE: Interviewe conducted by MORC Field Reeeerch eteff with

e rendom eemple of perticipente in work experience jobe between June
19B3 end April 1984,

NOTE: ®rotel doee not edd to 54 due to mieeing reeponeee.
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$30 weekly stipend, which was distributed at the worksites, rather than
their total welfare benefits,3

In addition, 36 of the respondents believed that their grants would be
reduced if they failed to comply with the work requirement, that is, by
either refusing to take the job or by quitting. 1In other words, two-thirds
felt that participation was in some way mandatory.

The survey also examined the attitudes of participants to the jobs
themselves, In contrast to attitudes expressed about working for benefits,
participants displayed general satisfaction with their positions. Several
of the questions that examine this issue are presented in Table A,4. In
the most straightforward question, participants were asked if they agreed
or disagreed with the statement, "Overall, I like my Jjob."™ Only three
participants disagreed, and 39 said they agreed strongly. Forty-eight
participants said that most mornings they looked forward to going to work,
and most, 47 participants, felt that they were part of the workforce and

viewed as regular staff,
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TABLE A.4

MARYLANO

WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS
CONCERNING J08 SATISFACTION AT WORKSITES

Queetion Number of Perticipente

Overelly, I Like my job.

Strongly Oieegree , 0
Somewhet Oieegres 3
Somewhet Agree 12
Strongly Agree 39

Generelly epeeking, how do you feel most
deye ebout coming to work here? In other
worde, moet deye do you:a

Look forwerd to coming to work? 48
Not cere one wey or the other? 4
Hete the thought of coming to work? ’ 1

Whet ebout your eupervieor end other

reguler employees here —— do you feel

they Llook on you ee pert of the reguler

steff?
Yee 47
No ) 7

The kind of work I'm doing will help me
to get e decent-peying job leter,

Strongly Oieegree ] 6
Somewhet Oieegree 3
Somewhet Agree 17
Strongly Agree ] 28

I heve not leerned enything new on thie
Job,
Strongly Oisegrees | 3
Somewhet Oieegree )
Somewhet Agree
Strongly Agree

o mbdH

Totel Number of Work Experience
Perticipents Interviewed 54

SOURCE: Interviewe conducted by MORC Field Reeeserch Steff with

e rendom eemple of perticipente in work experience jobe between June
1983 end April 1984.

NOTE: aOistribution doee not edd to 54 due to mieeing
reeponeee,
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TABLE B.1

8ALTIMORE

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,

{NOVEMBER 1982 -~ DECEMBER 1883 SAMPLE)

ANDO RESEARCH G

8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

ROUP

Cherecteristic

Walfara Statua (%)
Applicent
Racipient

Age (%)
18 Yeers or Leesa
19 to 24 Yaara
25 to 34 Yaara
35 to 44 Yaara
45 Yeara or Mors

Averaga Aga (Yaara)

Sax (%)
Mele
Femele

Ethnicity (%)
White, Non—-Hispenic
8lack, Non—-Hispenic
Hispanic
Dther

Oegree Received (%]
None
Generel Equivelency
High Schaool Dip(ome

Averege Highest Grede

Meritel Stetus (%)
Never Married

Oiplome

Completed

Marriad, Living With Spouee

Marriad, Not Living With Spouse

Divorcad, Widowed

AFDC AFDC-U
Control Exparimantel| Control Experimental
50 .8 48.9 92,0 83.8%*
49,2 51.1 8.0 16,2%**
1.3 1.9 0.0 1.7°
12.3 12.5 13.6 15.6
52,0 53 .6 44,9 45 .1
25,7 23 .8 25.6 27.2
8.6 8.3 15,9 10.4
32.1 31.6 33.7 32.3
9.9 10.4 87 .4 88,2
90 .1 89.6 12.6 11.8
28.0 31.0% 59.1 70.0%*
70.7 67.7% 38.6 27 .1%*
0.4 0.3° 0.6 1.2°
0.9 1.1 1.7 1.8°
54,8 58.0 60.5 62.3
6.8 6.7 7.6 7.8
38.4 35,3 32.0 29.9
10.6 10.4% 10.2 10.3
41.7 39.3 2.3 4.2
8.9 8.6 85.4 92.9
33.4 33.7 1.1 3.0a
16.0 18.4% 1.1 0.0
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TABLE 8.1 {continued)

AFGC

AFDC-U

Cherecteristic

Control

Experimentel

Control

Experimentel

Averege Number of Children by Age

Lees Then 4 Yeers 0.14 D.16* 0.69 0g.80*
4 to 5 Yeers .06 gc.08% 0.25 0.30*
6 to 12 Yeers 1.02 1.03 .83 0.75
13 to 18 Yeere 0.53 g.58 0.36 0.34
Averege Number of Children Under
19 Yeers of Age 1.75 1.85%%» 2.13 2,188%%
. e
Any Children (%)
Lees Then 6 Yeers 15.8 17 .8 64.8 67 .6
Between 6 end 18 Yeers 86.9 86 .1 64,8 60,7
Prior AFDC Oependency (%)
Never on AFDC 13.3 14.4 54.0 47 .0
Two Yeere or Leee 31.9 31.1 38.5 43 .4
More Then Two Yeers 54.8 54.5 7.5 9,6
Average Months on AFDC During Two
Yeers Prior to Rendom Aeeignment 13 .6 13.8 2.7 3.9%
Averege Months Uneble to Work Due to
Medicel Problems in Two Yeers
Prior to Rendom Aesignment 1.4 1.2 g.2 1.0%%=
Held Job et Any Time During Four
Querters Prior to Rendom
Aseignment (%) 46,0 42 .6% 70.5 68.2
Held Job Ouring Querter Eribr
to Rendom Aesignment (%) 29.8 26 .,5* 41 .5 37.D
Averege Eerninge During Four Querters
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment ($)} 11745.23 1463 ,69%** 31D1.64 3164.05
Averege Eerninge During Querter
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment [$) 425.77 343 .,53*% 738.53 647 .12
Averege Monthe Employed During Two
Yeere Prior to Rendom Assignment 5,7 5.3 11.6 11.0
For Longeet Job Held in Pest
c
Two Yeers
Averege Hourly Wege Rete {§) 4.69 4,91 6.59 5.88*
Averege Weekly Houre 33.0 33.2 38.3 39.1
Duretion of Job {Monthe)} 29.1 28.3 40 .6 29.,8%*
d
Totel Semple 1428 1395 176 173
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TABLE B.1 [continued)

SOURCE: Celculatione from MORC Cliant Information Shaats end the Unemployment
Insurenca aarninga recorda.

NOTES: Distributiona may not edd exectly to 100.0 percent bacausa of
rounding.

eUistributiona mey not edd to 100.0 percent beceuse individuels can
heva children in more than one category.

bCalculated from Unemployment Insurence records from the Stete of
Marylsnd.

cFor quaationa concerning longest job, aampla aizea are based on tha
numbar of individuals who raport a longast job on tha Cliant Information Shaat, Dus
to misaing data for salactad charactarietica, these sample eizea very aa fol lows:
600-627 for AFDC controla, 590-613 for AFOC experimentele, 132-135 for AFOC-U
controls end 132-137 for AFDC-U exparimentels.

d
For aalactad cherecteriatice, sample eizea mey very up to twenty—-seven
semple points due to missing dete.

eChi-equere teste ineppropriete dua to low expected cell frequencies,

®*0ifferencee between controls and experimentala within an eeaiatance
category are atatieticelly significant at the 10 percent Laval using a two-tailad
t-taat or chi-aquara test,

**Diffarsncas batwssn controls and sxpsrimantsls within an asaistsncs

cstsgory sra ststisticslly significsnt at tha 5 parcant Laval using a two-tailad
t-taat or chi-equere teet,

#22pifferencee between controls end experimentela within en eesietence

cetegory ere etetieticelly aignificent et the 1 percent level ueing e two-teiled
t-tast or chi-equere taet.
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TABLE C.1
BALTIMORE
TWELVE-MONTH PERFORMANCE INOICATORS FOR EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS,

BY PERIOO OF RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
{NOVEMBER 1982 - OECEMBER 1983 AFDC ANO AFOC-U SAMPLE)

November 1982 - April -
Parformanca Indicators March 1983 ODecember 1983

Participetion Rete
Any Active Component 53.0
e
Job Seerch 38.0%%¢
Work Experience c 15,0222
Educetion and Training 19.1

Placement Rata 18.7

Oesregistration Rate 47 .0

Sample Size

SOURCE: Calculetions from ths Marylend Employment Service Autometed
Reporting Syetam,

NOTES: ALl performence indicetors ers celculetad sa 8 parcantaga of ths
totel number of experimantala in tha indicetad pariod of random asaignment who

registerad for Optiona within thrae montha of random assignmant,

a
Job Seerch includes Individuel Job Seerch end Group Job Search,

b

Work Exparience includes WIN Work Experiance, Jobe Plue I {which
also includad a job eearch component), Public Sector Work Experienca end
On-tha-Job Training,

cEducation end Treining includes Harbor City Learning, the
Learning Cantar, Classroom Skilla Treining, akilla training besed on individual
refarrale, the World of Work and generel inetitutional training outaida tha
progrem,

¢220ifferencee betwean periode of Rendom Assignment ere
statistically significant at the 1 percant lLaval using a chi-aquara teat,
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TABLE 0.1
BALTIMORE
ALL AFOC: PRE-PROGRAM EMPLOYMENT IN THE FOUR QUARTERS

PRIOR TO RANOOM ASSIGNMENT, BY WELFARE STATUS
(NOVEMBER 19B2 ~ OECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE]}

Prior Period Exparimentale Controla

Applicants

Evar Employed (%)

4th Prior Querter 43.8B ) 42,0
3rd Prior Quartar 41.4 40.5
2nd Prior Quartar 39.9 40,9
Querter Before Rendom 40.B 40.B

Assignment

Semple Size 662 702

Recipienta

Ever Employed (%]

4th Prior Quertar 16.7 17.3
3rd Prior Quarter 16.3 17 .1
2nd Prior Quertsar 14.4 17.2
Quartar Bafore Rendom 16.0 16.0

Aaeignment

Sample Size 669 670

SOURCE: MORC celculetione from State of Meryland
Unemployment Ineurence recorda,

NOTES: These data ara regreasion~edjustad uaing
ordinery leeet squaras, controlling for pra-Random
Aesignment cherecteristice of the sempla membars. The
ragreeeion model aqualizee experimantal end control

employment retea in the quarter before Random Aaaignment
Veluae hare raprasent the eourca of prior

employment for Figure 5.,3; teata of eignificence were not
epplied.
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TABLE D.2
BALTIMORE

AFDC APPLICANTS: ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS FDR INDEPENOENT VARIABLES
USED IN REGRESSIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS ANO AFOC RECEIPT
DURING THE FIFTH QUARTER DF POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLDW-UP

(NOVEMBER 1982 — OECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Oependent Veriebles

|

Verieble Received Welfere
Independent Verieble Meen Employed (%)] Eernings ($)| Welfere (%) Amount ($)

Experimentel Group Member .485 6.30%* 111.18% -3.47 -30.83
(2.49) (64.72) (2.59) (21.73)
Prior Employment

Ever Employed in Four

Querters Prior to Rendom

Assignment 16,97%%* 265,73%** -1.36 -6.04
(3.49) (90.76) (3.63) (3D.48)
Eernings Greeter then
$3000 in Four Querters
Prior to Randam Assignment 11.34%*» 394,93 %2+ 13.18%** -107 .02%**

(3.51) (91.15) (3.64) (30.61)
Ever Employed in Quarter

Prior to Rendom
Assignment 11.03¢*# 69.98 -15.83
(3.71) (96.38) (32.36)
High School Diploma or
Equivelent 6.80*** 214,95%%* -43,99*
(2.59) (67.38) (22.63)
Prior AFDC Dependency
Never Hed Own AFDC Case

Leee Then Two Yeers -13,32%* 9.65%**
(86.40) (3.45)

More Then Two Yeers -343 ,52%** 18,31%%*

(91.85) (3.67)

Number of Own Children

Lese then 19 Yeers DlLd
D Children

1 Child

2 Children 167.06** 63.89%*
(76.38) (25.65)

3 Children or More 117.33 208,53***
(100.98) (33.91)

Number of Children Greeter 48.48 104,73%*+
Then Three (105.96) (35.58)

(continued)




TABLE 0.2 [continued)

Oependent Veriebles
|
Verieble Received Wel fere
Independent Varieble Meen Employed (%)| Eerninge ($]| Welfare (%) Amount ($)
children Less then Six 095 16 ,99%** 166.43 -3.74 -34.54
(4.58) (118.96) (4.76) (39.94)
Ever Marriad .704 ~4,23 -143.49* -3.80 -6.22
(3.10) (80.49) (3.22) (27.03)
Age
18 to 24 Yesre .086 -11.37 %% -197.03 5.84 83.25*%
(4.93) (128.19) (5.13) (43.04)
25 to 34 Yeers .547 e = - —
35 Yeers or More .367 1.58 102.14 ~8,.56%%* =97 .77 %%%
(2.73) (71.08) (2.84) (23.87)
Non-Whi te .663 0.65 -102.46 16.76%%% 103.61%**
(2.85) (74.13) (2.96) (24.89)
Conetent 17 61%%% 502,42%%* 49,33%%x 324.25%%*
(4.79) (124.59) (4.98) (41.84)
Unedjusted R2 1541 .0845 0324 .1246
Model F 15.3 8.8 8.6 12.0
Dapendant Verieble Msan 41.20 706.68 57.77 429.06
Sample Size 1364

SOURCE:

MORC celculetione from Stete of Merylend welfere end Unemployment Insurence recorde.

NOTES: These dete include zero velues for semple members not employed end for eemple membere

not racaiving walfara. Coefficiants ara astimated by ordinary Least squaras.
ara astimeted stendard errors,

Numbers in parenthaaaa

"Employment” end "Receiving Welfere” ere dichotomous dummy varieblee.
coefficients ere multiplied by 100 to yield percenteges.
variables end include casas with zero values.

Their
"Earninge" end "Welfere Amount" ere doller

Where embiguoua, reference cetegories for dummy veriables ere ahown in the teble with
ALL reference cetegories ere (e) control group (b) not employed in four quertere prior to
enrollment [c) no diplome or equivalent [d) never hed own AFOC cese (e} one child (f) no child leee
then six (g) never merried (h) dge 25 to 34 (i) white. Thue, for exemple, the coefficient of "ever
merriad" ie the increment to the depandent verieble for the treit "ever merried” versue "never merried"
with ell other treite controlled for.

deehes.

A two~teiled t-test wes eppliad to ell coefficients.
ere indiceted es: * = 10 percent; ** =

Stetieticel significence Levele

5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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TABLE 0.3

BALTIMORE

AFOC RECIPIENTS:

ESTIMATEO COEFFICIENTS FOR INOEPENOENT VARIABLES

USEO IN REGRESSIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS ANO AFOC RECEIPT
OURING THE FIFTH QUARTER OF POST-RANOOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP
(NOVEMBER 1882 - OECEMBER 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Oependent Verieblas

Varieble

Independent Verieble Mean Employed (%)

Eernings ($)

Received
Welfere (%)

Welfere
Amount ($)

Experimentel Group Member «500

3.61
{2.29)
Prior Employment
Ever Employed in Four
Quertere Prior to Rendom
Aseignment 9.73%%2

(3.66)

Eerninge Greeter then
$3000 in Four Quertere
Prior to Random Asaignment

Evar Employad in Quartar
Prior to Rendom
Aeeignment 24,71%%»
(4.40)
High School Diploma or
Equivelent 89,93%%»
(2.54)
Prior AFDC Oependency

Never Hed Own AFOC Caee
Leee Then Two Yeere
More Than Two Yaera =7 .63 %%*
(2.87)
Number of Own Children
Lase than 19 Yaere OLd
0 Children 13.35
(15.88)

1 Child

2 Children

3 Children aor More

Number of Children Greeter
Than Threa

18.43
{46.21)

196,714+
(73.90)

483 ,11%**
(88.70)

151 .44%%*
(51.27)

-164,74%*»
(57.91)

~-7.98
(56.65)

-21.%
(67.77)

-18.14
(51.96)

0.11
{2.10)

10,50%**
(2.63)

-23.05
(14.54)

1.02
{20.10)

-B3.84%*
(38.58)

=47 ,52%*
(22.30)

65.,34%**
(25.189)

-1%5.16
(138.34)

130.09%*#
(24.64)

266.08**#
(28.48)

80 .57%%*
22,60

(continued)




TABLE 0.3 (continued)

Oependent Veriebles
| | |
Verieble Received Welfere
Independent Verieble Meen Employed (%)| Eernings ($)| Welfere (%) Amount ($)
Children Less then Six 242 4,47 70.80 -1.81 -33.04
(3.07) (61.82) (2.81) (26.88)
Ever Married .500 4.87% 36.47 -1.07 -3.46
(2.74) (55.18) (2.50) (24.00)
Age
18 to 24 Yeers 257 1.75 -7 .22 1.17 -2 .60
(3.18) (64.04) 2.9 (27 .85)
25 to 34 Yeere 528 = ] - -
35 Yeers or More 214 -4.44 -57 .67 0.20 —61.08%*
(3.04) (61.36) (2.78) (26.68)
Non—whi te 753 1.83 6.41 5.81%* 25.60
(2.91) (58.73) (2.67) (25.57)
Constent 15.61%%* 281.18%** 72,17 %%* 560.47%%*
(4.53) (91.45) (4.15) (38.78)
2
Unedjusted R 1279 .1123 .0443 .1565
Model F 13.9 12.0 4.4 17 .6
Oependent Verieble Meen 26.66 379.71 81.70 674.07
Semple Size 1338

SOURCE: MORC celculetione from Stete of Merylend welfere end Unemployment Ineurence records.

NOTES: Theee dete include zero velues for semple members not employed end for eemple membere
not receiving welfere, Coefficients ere estimeted by ordinery Leest equeres. Numbere in perenthesee
ere estimeted stenderd errors,

"Employment"” end "Receiving Welfere" ere dichotomous dummy veriebles. Their
coefficients ere multiplied by 100 to yield percenteges. "Eerninge" end "Welfere Amount" ere doller
veriebles end include ceeee with zero velues.

Where embiguoue, reference cetegories for dummy veriebles ere shown in the teble with
deshes. ALL reference cetegoriee ere (e) control group (b) not employed in four querters prior to
enrollment (c) no diplome or equivelent (d) never hed own AFDC cese or hed it for two yeers or leee
(e) one child (f) no child Less then eix (g) never merried (h) ege 25 to 34 (i) white. Thus, for
exemple, the coefficient of "“ever merried" ie the increment to the dependent verieble for the treit
"ever merried” vereue "never merried" with ell other treite controlled for.

A two-teiled t-test wes epplied to ell coefficients. Stetisticel eignificence lLevels
ere indiceted ee: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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TABLE E.1
MARYLAND
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY SAMPLE

AT THE TIME DF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, 8Y ASSISTANCE CATEGDRY ANO SITE
(NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

AFDC AFOC-U

Wicomico Wicomico
Cherecterietic Beltimore County Beltimore County

Welfere Stetus (%)
Applicent 72.5%%¢
Recipient 27 . 5%%%

Averege Age (Yeere) 29,7%%%*

Sex [%)
Mele 17 ,3%%
Femele 9 82 7%

Ethnicity (%)}
White, Non-Hispenic 4 7% *F
Blecky, Non-Hiepenic 57 5%%%
Hiepenic D.3
Other D.5

Degree Received (%)
None 59.D
Geners! Equivelency 11.2%*
High School Oiplome 29,8%%»

Meritel Stetue (%)
Nsver Merrisd 7.6%
Merried, Living With Spouee 81 ,7%%%
Msrrisd, Not Living With Spouse 7 .6%%x
Divorced, Widowed 3.1c

Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFOC 24,9%%»
Two Yeere or Lese 27 .7
More Then Two Yeers 47 ,3*%x

Avsrsge Months on AFOC During Two
Yeers Prior to Rendom Aeeignment 11.D%**

Averege Months Employed During Two
Yeere Prior to Rendom Aseignment

Ever Held Job During Two Yesrs
Prior to Rendom Aeeignment (%) 69.2%*» 96 ,9%*»

b
Totsl Semple 3893 131

(continued)




TABLE E.1 (continuad)

SOURCE: Celculetions from MDRC Client Informetion Sheets,

NOTES: Distributions mey not edd exectly to 100.0 percent beceuse of
rounding,

a

Tha study semple conteine those individuels who were rendomly eesigned
into the Optiona program in Beltimora on or aftar November 15, 19B2 end those
individuala who anrolled in tha Wicomico County BET progrem on or after Dctober 1,
1982,

For selected cherecteristics, semple sizes mey very up to fifty—one
eemple points due to misaing dete,

cChi—squere tests ineppropriete due to Low expected cell frequencies.
Differencee between Baltimore and Wicomico County within en en
essistence cetegory ere stetisticelly eignificent et the following Levele uaing e

two-teiled t-test or chi-equere test: * = 10 percent, ** = § percent, *** = 1
percent,
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CHAPTER 1

AFDC-U clients were automatically considered WIN-mandatory.
AFDC clients were Jjudged WIN-mandatory unless exempted from
the program according to the following criteria described in
the WIN Handbook: '

1. under 16 years old

2. enrolled full-time in school and under 21 years

3. sick, as determined by the income maintenance unit

4, incapacitated, as determined by the income maintenance unit

5. 65 years old or more

6. living in a remote area: located two hours or more away
from a WIN office

T. a caretaker of a sick person

8. a mother of a child under six years of age

9. a mother or female whose spouse is a WIN registrant

Grant diversion is a funding mechanism by which all or part of
any public assistance grant is used to fund a specifiec program
involving the recipient of that grant., Most commonly states
are using the mechanism to help subsidize employers’ wages in
on-the-job training programs for AFDC welfare recipients.

In Wicomico County during the period under study,
administrative authority for the BET Program was initially
vested in the Governor's Training and Employment Office, the
balance-of-state prime sponsor, On September 30, 1983, the
Office of Welfare Employment Policy of the Department of Human
Resources took over responsibility for the BET Program,

See Quint, 1984, p.9.
States participating in the welfare grant diversion study are
Arizona, Florida, Maine, New Jersey, Texas and Vermont. The

management study reports on employment initiatives in Arizona.
See Bangser et al., 1985, and Sherwood, 1984.

CHAPTER 2

Some states have obtained a waiver from the federal govermment
to mandate participation for parents with children over three.
X ]

Some mandatory applicants and recipients may have children

under the age of six in their households but not on their AFDC
case. In MDRC’s description of the sample, these case heads

—246-




3.

5.

10.

are categorized as having children under six. In addition,
other reasons excuse individuals from a mandatory status. See
Footnote 1, Chapter 1.

The efficiency of the estimates is a measure of the variance
or statistical uncertainty surrounding them. The use of more
efficient estimators makes it less likely that true program
effects will go undetected and increases the precision of the
point estimates of the impacts,

Two-tailed tests were used because there were no assumptions
about the way in which experimentals might differ from
controls,

This category does not include having been on a parent's case.
Note, too, that any member of the research sample could be an
older child on a parent's case, but this is almost certainly a
very small number of people,

Some 290 individuals who were randomly assigned did not have
these forms or had to be left out of the impact analysis for
lack of data on applicant/recipient status. This 1loss
amounted to 8.8 percent of the full automated data set of
3,330 enrollees, Some 128 1individuals missing applicant/
recipient status were also excluded from the process analysis.
These represent 3.8 percent of the fully automated data set.

UI earnings data were compared to previous employment recorded
on the CIS forms of those individuals who reported having been
employed for 18 or more months in the two years before random
assigmment. UI earnings in the year before random assigmment
were found for 85 percent of the people who reported
empl oyment.

Supplemental welfare payments were most commonly granted for
emergencies, shelter and for utility payments.

Welfare payment records were found for over 98 percent of
sample members who were classified as "welfare recipients" at
the time of random assignment and who reported having had
their own AFDC case for more than two years before random
assignment. The remaining 2 percent may be taken as the upper
bound for the extent of error due to non-matching.

ESARS deregistration data underreported actual deregistra-
tions. To compensate, a proxy deregistration date was created
whenever the welfare records indicated that sample members had
not received welfare payments for two consecutive months.
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CHAPTER 3

Caseload counts in this section are taken from _Annualized
Statistical Report; Fiscal Year . See Maryland Department
of Human Resources, 1985.

The distribution of cases by age of youngest child was
obtained from an unpublished preliminary compilation of fiscal
year 1983 data from the national integrated quality control
system of the Office of Family Assistance, Social Security
Administration,

In this study, "applicants" retain that designation even 1if
they are subsequently approved for welfare.

Statistics 1in this paragraph were calculated from grant
information presented in "Characteristics of State Plans for
Aid to Families with Dependent Children." See U.S, Department
of Health and Human Services, SSA Pub. No., 80-21235: 335-36.

See Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

CHAPTER 5

See Footnote 6, Chapter 2.
See Chapter 2, section A3,

Supplemental payments were a small fraction of basic grant
expenditures, Although 35.1 percent of the impact sample
received some supplemental benefits during the 15-month
follow-up, nearly three-quarters of these individuals received
only one such payment, which on average amounted to $190.

Receiving several supplemental payments was uncommon: only 1
percent of the impact sample received more than two, Thus,
the average of total supplemental payment amounts ' per person
during the period was only $90, or 2.9 percent of the average
total grant amount received.

The normal skew in earnings also affects precision. The
inclusion in one of the research groups of a few more full-
time workers employed every week in a quarter can carry undue
weight in the earnings measure without greatly affecting the
measure of employment. In addition, enrollees who find Jobs
as a result of Options Program exposure often begin work near
the middle or end of a quarter, and their earnings for that
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quarter may be too small to carry much weight during that
period.,

This percent reduction in AFDC benefit expenditures should not
be 1interpreted to cover all such expenditures for the
caseload, The sample under study includes only mandatory
applicants and those recipients who had recently been
determined WIN-mandatory,

Table D.1 in Appendix D contains the estimates for prior
periods used in the graphs.

The proportion of applicants who were employed when they
applied for welfare cannot be found in these data. However,
that proportion is more likely to be close to the proportion
employed in quarter two than that in the random assignment
quarter, Any earnings during the first quarter classified an
individual as "employed," whether these earnings occurred just
before the date of the application or soon afterwards.
Quarter two employment rates pick up only earnings that
occurred after application.

Another way of approaching the question of job retention is to
calculate the ratio of persons employed in a quarter to
persons ever employed during the follow-up. Selecting quarter
five as typical, a comparison of this ratio for experimentals
and controls yields:

Quarter Five Ever Ratio

AFDC Applicants Empl oyment Employed

(%) (%)
Experimentals by 4 / 60.2 = .TH
Controls 38.1 / 50.8 = .75

The fact that the ratios for controls and experimentals are
very close indicates that, for both research groups, about the
same proportion of individuals who ever found work were still
employed in the last quarter of follow-up. A fall-off in the
ratio would be expected to occur for experimentals if regis-
trants whom the Options Program had helped to find jobs could
not retain those jobs as long as individuals who found jobs on
their own or with WIN services, Similar close agreement
between controls and experimentals exists when the full AFDC
sample and AFDC recipients are examined (as well as the
extended follow-up subsample, for which quarter eight is the
numerator),

Welfare savings for _approved applicants are not directly
relevant to this experiment, since services were initially
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given to applicants who subsequently were denied or withdrew
their applications., Nevertheless, 6.9 percent would still be
the rate of AFDC expenditure reductions for applicants who
would have been approved for welfare in the absence of the
program. The per person dollar savings would be larger, but
there would be fewer persons and a larger per person control
group mean, Likewise, the total dollar expenditure reduction
for the applicant population is the same for the full sample
as for the portion that would have been approved.

An 1interesting parallel can be drawn between the follow-up
employment experience of recipient controls in Baltimore and
that of recipient controls in an employment program for
welfare recipients in Little Rock and Pine Bluff, Arkansas,
tracked from June 20, 1983 through September 1984, 1In both
demonstrations, AFDC recipients entered the research at the
point of redetermination, but two other factors were
different. First, in Arkansas, controls received virtually no
services: that is, they were a true "no-treatment group."
Second, a federal waiver obtained by the Arkansas Social
Services department had lowered the youngest child's age for
mandatory status from six to three years. A majority of the
recipient sample therefore had a pre-school child, and the
possible barrier to employment of child-care needs would not
have changed. Perhaps as a consequence of these two important
differences, none of the upward movement in the employment
rate found for recipient controls in Baltimore was observed in
the two Arkansas cities. 1Instead, a virtually flat employment
curve for recipients controls persisted throughout the
three-quarter follow-up, Empl oyment gains were observed,
however, and were sustained for quarters two and three of the
follow-up., (See Friedlander et al., 1985.)

See, for example, Wolfhagen, 1983; Goldman et al., 1985; and
Friedlander et al., 1985.

The comparison between quarter five and the fourth prior
quarter for AFDC controls is as follows:

-===Employment Rate (§)===-
AFDC Controls Quarter 5§ 4th Prior Quarter Difference

Applicants 38.1 42,0 -3.9
Recipients 24.9 17.3 +7.6
See for example, the results of the job search experiment in
Little Rock and Pine Bluff (Friedlander et al., 1985); the
second report on the San Diego job search and work experience

demonstrations (Goldman et al., 1985); Wolfhagen, 1983, for
the Louisville WIN Laboratory demonstration of job search;
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Hollister et al., 1984, on the Supported Work Program for the
longer-term female recipients; and Brown et. al., 1983, on the
Empl oyment Opportunity Pilot Project.

Calculations for effect sizes detectable on an 80 percent
power, given the available sample size for AFDC-U's, were
performed for two-tailed difference of proportions tests at
the significance level of .10, assuming a control group employ-
ment rate of 50 percent and a control group welfare receipt
rate of 40 percent, both selected to be close to the rates
actually observed for AFDC-U controls at the end of follow-up.
The numbers of AFDC-U's available in the sample are sufficient
for detecting only large impacts on that assistance category
-~ that 1is, impacts on the order of 15 percentage points or
more for employment and welfare incidence. Estimates of group
differentials of several percentage points may occur by random
chance, Thus, for example, the maximum percentage point dif-
ferential in Table 5.8 -- + 6.7 for welfare receipt in quarter
four -- would be wiped out completely by a change in status of
only 11 sample members, An impact of this size estimated for
the larger AFDC sample would be noteworthy, but here it does
not even attain statistical significance. That 1is, there is
some possibility that the same comparison performed with a
much larger AFDC-U sample would yield a zero or even a small
positive impact.

CHAPTER 6

See Long and Knox, December, 1985,

It should be noted, however, that AFDC applicants and recipi-
ents are also taxpayers, and -~ as discussed later in the
"Increased Tax Payments" section in thke chapter -- one of the
effects of Options was to increase the amount of taxes they

pay.

Because of the differences between experimentals and controls
(including a statistically significant difference in employ-
ment experiences prior to random assigmment), impacts were
adjusted using multivariate regression techniques.

The ESARS data on program enrollment does not include informa-
tion on termination from given components such as work experi-
ence, Participants in a component were assumed to have
terminated when they (1) entered a new component; (2) were
either offidially deregistered from WIN or stopped receiving
AFDC payments; or (3) reached the maximum time that could be
spent in that component. Thus, according to these criteria,
those experimentals who were randomly assigned between April
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and December 1983 who had not terminated from components by
December 1984 .were considered to have been still actively
enrolled at the end of the observation period.

The average length of enrollment in work experience from
assignment to termination was estimated using the termination
assumptions explained in the previous footnote.

This was done in three steps. First, the total dollar amount
of stipend checks issued for work experience during the five
quarters ending in December 1983 was divided by $6, the daily
stipend paid for days actually worked by Options participants,
in order to determine the number of active days worked during
this period. Second, the resulting figure was divided by the
number of enrollment days in work experience recorded by ESARS
for the same period (calculated as described in Footnote 3),
which yielded the desired conversion ratio. Third, the
estimate of the average length of work experience enrollment
was multiplied by this ratio to estimate the average number of
work days per experimental,

Supervisors were asked to estimate the number of hours it
would take regular workers to do the same work done by parti-
cipants during the hours they were assigned to work at the
agency, The ratio of estimated regular workers! hours to
participant assignment hours (for the worksite survey sample)
was then multiplied by the average number of hours worked by
all participants in the work experience component, This
yielded the estimate of the time it would take regular workers
to provide the same 1labor services provided by Options
experimentals,

This is a standard economic assumption made in analyses of
this kind. The assumption implies that employers will not pay
compensation in excess of the dollar value of an employee’s
contribution to output. This allows an estimate of the value
of the net increase in output due to Options based on observed
earnings differences. However, experimentals and controls
obtain jobs in noncompetitive labor markets, notably in the
public sector, which may result in some amount of error in the
benefit estimates.

Using microsimulation techniques, Smeedling estimated the
value of fringe benefits as 17.9 percent of wages and salaries
for workers earning less than $10,000 in 1979. See Smeedling,
1981.

There were offsetting out-of-pocket expenses incurred by work

experience participants, but these are treated separately in
the "Costs" section,
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11. Most agency supervisors and managers interviewed as part of
the worksite survey indicated that the work performed by the
Options' participants was important to the day-to-day activi-
ties of their agencies, For a detailed discussion of the
relationship between supply-price estimates and the demand for
output such as Options produces, see Kemper and Long, 1981.
Given the framework laid out by Kemper and Long and the
results of the worksite survey, it is likely that the average
demand price for the output is below the estimated supply
price, but not necessarily greatly below it.

The worksite survey suggests that a very small fraction of the
work done by Options participants may have caused displacement
-- that is, it might have been done by employees who would
have been hired in the absence of Options. The possibility of
displacement is probably greater for regular jobs, but there
is no reliable way to assess it empirically.,

Tax liability was imputed on the basis of tax rates and
regul ations summarized in The U,S, Master Ta ides and
the State Tax Guide as well as average consumption data for
low-income households from the U,S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
(See U,S., Department of Labor, 1980).

As explained in Long and Knox, December 1985, Medicaid nonpar-
ticipation months for experimentals and controls were
calculated as months with zero AFDC payments more than four
months after AFDC receipt ended.

See Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1985.

Essentially, this estimation procedure mirrors the Food Stamps
benefits calculation rules that apply for eligible households.
However, because only 80 percent of AFDC households partici-
pate in the Food Stamps program, estimated benefits have been
reduced accordingly. For details, see Long and Knox, December
1985.

Administrative cost data were obtained from two state reports
-- see Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1985
and Maryland Department of Human Resources, 1985.

These operating cost data, support service cost data, and
enrollment data all correspond to WIN's Howard Street Office
in Baltimore for fiscal year 1983. The operating cost data
for this office were obtained from Maryland Employment
Security Division (Cost Report 82), while the other data were
obtained from program staff, The WIN cost data have been
adjusted to reflect fiscal year 1984 dollars using the GNP
price deflator.
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The present discounted value of extrapolated future benefits
is estimated by multiplying the base period estimate by a
single extrapolation factor that takes into account the other
three elements -- the time horizon, decay rate, and discount
rate, See Long and Knox, December 1985,

This estimate was made by Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood using
longitudinal data on AFDC families; see Bane and Ellwood,
1983. _

The extended follow-up on the first cohort of experimentals
and controls (those randomly assigned between November 1982
and March 1983) provided evidence of possible decay in the
earnings of AFDC applicants in quarters 7 and 8, but no
evidence whatsoever of decay for the recipient group.

It was assumed that program effects observed in quarters four
and five for the April-December 1983 enrollees decayed or
increased over quarters six through eight at the same rates
observed for the November 1982 through March 1983 enrollees,
See Long and Knox, December 1985.

This is the annual decay rate estimated for WIN families by
Ketron, Inc., 1980.

'The choice of a discount rate has been a source of continuing

debate both in government and in the literature of economics;
see, for example, Hanke and Anwyll, 1980. While there is no
"correct" rate, 5 percent is within the range of rates usually
used in benefit-cost analyses.

The staff positions that were charged against other OMR
accounts during part or all of the period from October 1982
through December 1983 include the Options' assistant director,
a secretary, and one of the program's workshop leaders.

The time study was conducted during the weeks of September
19-23 and December 5-9, 1983. All staff who worked on Options
completed a work record for these two weeks, Staff indicated
the time they spent on eight program activities using the
record: (1) intake and assessment, (2) testing, orientation
and tutorials, (3) sanctioning and efforts to secure compli-
ance, (4) Jjob search workshop, (5) worksite development and
monitoring, (6) Jjob placement, (7) administration, and (8)
non-Options activities, The fraction of total staff time
devoted to each activity except (8) was then multiplied by the
total estimated operating cost of Options in order to obtain
the total estimated cost of that activity.

The cost of Options' contract with the Harbor City Learning
Center for remedial education and the estimated cost of its
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contracts with various providers of skills training together
make up the total cost of training., This cost was divided by
the number of Options clients who entered training in order to
determine the unit cost.

Unlike the group job search and work experience components,
the amount of time a client could spend in training was not
limited. Thus, the corrections made in estimating the average
length of enrollment in work experience (see Footnote 4) and
group job search (see Footnote 29) could not be made for
training.

The average length of enrollment was estimated as (1) the
total days of recorded enrollment through December 1984 by
individuals in world of work and in the components that
included group job search, excluding days still enrolled after
the maximum time in a component had been reached. This was
divided by (2) the number of Options clients who entered one
of these components by December 1984,

The amount of administrative time devoted to research-related
activities was estimated on the basis of interviews with
administrative staff,

It was assumed that the April through December 1983 enrollees
who had not terminated from a given component by the end of
December 1984 remained enrolled in that component for the
average time that the November 1982 through March 1983
enrollees stayed in the same component during the last six
months of the observation period. See Long and Knox,
December, 1985.

As indicated in Chapter 4, relatively few controls entered WIN
Job search, work experience or training, However, controls
did receive some job-placement assistance from WIN counselors.

APPENDIX A

All but three were AFDC's; three were AFDC-U's,

For comparisons to findings in other demonstrations states,
see for example, Goldman et al., 1985; Ball, 1984; Price, 1985
and Friedlander et al., 1985.

A more speculative possibility is that the urban population in
the Baltimore sample may be more resentful of the obligation
to work than® participants in the other more rural sites in the
MDRC demonstration. A planned cross-state worksite study will
address this issue in more detail.
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